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1.  Introduction 
 

 
Purpose of this report  
 
1.1 An Initial consultation was undertaken in relation to the Castletown Housing Land Review in 2016.  

This report summarises how the consultation was undertaken and the comments made.  
 
1.2 The Area Plan for the South includes a commitment to explore potential opportunities 

for additional housing within Castletown.  Work has commenced on the Castletown 
Housing Land Review and is focussing on three main areas:   
 
• Housing Need – to better understand the need for additional housing in Castletown; 
• Possible Sites – to identify potentially suitable sites to satisfy that need; and 
• A Way Forward – to identify and implement a pragmatic and practical approach to facilitating 

those sites being brought forward.  
 

1.3 To inform this work, the Department carried out an initial consultation in Autumn 
2016 to seek comments on the Provisional Housing Need Assessment, the sites which 
have been put forward to the Department in response to the ‘Call for Sites’ and 
potential ways forward for the project.   

 
1.4 Thirty one responses were received, from local residents, landowners and developers, Local 

Authorities, Government Departments and other Organisations. 
 

• 14 were from local residents; 
• 8 from Landowners, Trustees or Developers; 
• 2 were from Local Authorities (Castletown Commissioners and Malew Commissioners); 
• 1 from a Member of the House of Keys - Mr Cregeen (MHK); 
• 3 from Government Departments (DEFA, DOI and DEC); and 
• 3 were from other organisations (Manx National Heritage, Isle of Man Natural History & 

Antiquarian Society and the Manx Wildlife Trust). 
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2.  Methodology 
 

 
Background 
 
2.1 In October 2015, the Department of Infrastructure (which was then the Department responsible for 

Planning Policy), started preparatory work on the Castletown Housing Land Review and issued a 
‘Call for Sites’.  The Call for Sites supporting information clearly set out that the focus was to be on 
reviewing the need for additional housing land in the Castletown area only, and defined a Study 
Area around the town.  

 
2.2 The Cabinet Office is now responsible for the Castletown Review and in effort to keep everyone up 

to date on progress, published the following information in early June 2016:     
 

• a list of sites submitted as part of the Call for Sites and all of the supporting information; 
• an ‘all-sites’ Map; and 
• an update on the Next Steps and the decisions that need to be made.   

 
2.3 A commitment was made in June 2016 to, ‘publish a provisional housing need assessment for 

Castletown which will support future decision making.’ This was published in August 2016. 
 
Initial Consultation Content  
 
2.4 As part of the consultation, the following documents were made available: 
 

• an explanatory note which explained the process and purpose of the  
     consultation;    
• the Provisional Housing Need Assessment; 
• a map showing the Call for Sites Study Area, existing allocations (in the Area 

Plan for the South), sites submitted to the Department as part of the ‘Call for 
Sites’ and other areas which could be considered; 

• copies of each of the submissions made to the Department in response to the 
‘Call for Sites’; and 

• a draft Site Assessment Framework. 
 
2.5 Alongside the consultation, the latest Residential Land Availability Study Update (RLAS 8) was 

published as this provides relevant background information.   
 
Publicity  
 
2.6 The consultation was launched by way of Public Notice on Friday the 26th August 2016 and the 

deadline for comments was Friday the 7th October 2016.   
 
2.7 The consultation was included on the Government Consultation page on the Government Website 

and also a dedicated Castletown Housing Land Review page established within the Planning Policy 
part of the website, with the documents listed under paragraph 2.4 (above) made available. 
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2.8 A Public Notice was placed in the Courier on Thursday the 26th August 2016.  A second Public Notice 
appeared in the Courier on Thursday the 22nd September 2016 to advise that a public drop-in 
session would be held (see below).  A Press Release was also issued on Friday the 26th August 
2016. 

 
2.9 A public drop-in session was held on Tuesday 27th September from 3pm to 7pm in the foyer of the 

Civic Hall, Farrants Way, Castletown.    
 
2.10 Letters explaining the consultation were sent to: 
 

• all Southern MHKs; 
• the Castletown Commissioners; 
• those who have put forward sites; 
• those who have registered an interest in the project; and 
• other key stakeholders (e.g. MUA , MWT etc.). 

 
2.11 Memos were sent to the Chief Executives of all Government Departments. 
 
2.12 A poster was provided to Castletown Commissioners (intended for display on walls etc.) and the 

formal public notice was provided which was posted on the Commissioner’s Facebook page.  
Development Management (DEFA) circulated the Public Notice around their distribution list of 
agents etc. and also placed it on their Facebook page. 
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3.  Responses 
 

 
3.1 Thirty one responses were received from the organisations and individuals listed below. 
 
Residents of Castletown 

• Coates, C. & Murray, A. 
• Collister, A. 
• Cringle, J. 
• Crowther, S. 
• Holt, S. C. 
• Kelsey, D. & C. 
• Moncaster, P.  
• Rawcliffe, R. & E. 
• Ronan, R. 
• Shorthouse, A. 
• Thomas, A. 
• Walls, N. C. 
• Weir, K. 
• Wheeler, J. L. 

 
Land Owners/Trustees and Developers 

• Bedell Trustees Limited  
• Braddan Limited 
• Cubbon, E. (Site 2) 
• Davenport, D. (Site 14) 
• Hartford Homes (Sites 14 and 15) 
• McHarrie, W. T. (Site E) 
• O'Sullivan, C. (Responding on behalf of the O'Sullivan family, owners of the Golden Meadow Mill) 
• Savage & Chadwick (Agent acting for Happy Valley Development Ltd in relation to Sites 5 – 10) 

 
Local Authorities  

• Castletown Commissioners 
• Malew Commissioners 

 
Members: Mr Graham Cregeen (MHK) 
 
Government Departments 

• Department of Education and Children 
• DEFA (Planning & Building Control, Fisheries, Ecology and Trees) 
• Department of Infrastructure 

 
Other Organisations 

• Isle of Man Natural History & Antiquarian Society 
• Manx National Heritage 
• Manx Wildlife Trust 
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3.2 The consultation posed the questions set out below. 
 
1. PROVISIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT 
 
Q 1.1 Do you have comments on the Provisional Housing Needs Assessment?    
Q 1.2 Do you have general comments on Castletown’s housing need?    
 
2. POTENTIAL SITES 
 
Q 2.1 Several sites have been put forward to the Department in response to the previous ‘Call for Sites’.  
The sites are shown (hatched in red with a number) on the map which forms part of this initial 
consultation.  Do you have any comments on these sites?    
 
Q 2.2 Some site have been identified which have not been put forward as part of the ‘Call for Sites’ but 
which could be considered (i.e. which in the Department’s opinion should also undergo preliminary 
assessment).  The sites are shown (hatched in black with a letter) on the map which forms part of this 
initial consultation.  Do you have any comments on these sites?    
 
Q 2.3 Do you think there are sites in Castletown which should be considered as part of the Housing Land 
Review (i.e. sites which are not allocated for residential uses in the Area Plan and are not the subject of 
questions 2.1 or 2.2)?  
 
3. WAY FORWARD 
 
Q 3.1 Do you have comments on the most appropriate mechanism to take the project forward?    

 
 
3.3 There were relatively few comments on specific paragraphs in response to question 1.1, however 

many of the comments in response to question 1.2 related to the assessment.  Therefore the 
responses to these two questions have been presented together, ordered by respondent in 
appendix 1. 

 
3.4 The responses to questions Q2.1 and Q2.2 are set out in appendix 2 ordered by site and, for each 

site, by respondent.  The responses to question Q2.3 are set out in appendix 3, ordered by 
respondent. 

 
3.5 The responses to question 3.1 are set out in appendix 4, ordered by respondent. 
 
3.6 In addition to the responses to the specific questions, a number of more general comments were 

received and these are set out in appendix 5, ordered by respondent. 
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Appendix 1: Comments on the Provisional Housing  
Need Assessment 

 

 
The table below sets out the responses to the following questions: 

• Q 1.1 Do you have comments on the Provisional Housing Needs Assessment?    
• Q 1.2 Do you have general comments on Castletown’s housing need?    

 
Respondent  Comment  

Castletown 
Commissioners 

Paragraph 4.4 - On review of the provisional housing need assessment, the Board has 
queried the validity of the figures contained within table 3, paragraph 4.4 (Net New 
Dwellings approved in the South 2001 to 2015), specifically the 316 new dwellings 
attributed to Castletown and would welcome clarity on how this figure was achieved. 
Paragraph 5.6 - In response to Paragraph 5.6 and the associated table 5 (Theoretical 
Distribution and Shortfall 2001 -2016), the Board are concerned that growth in Port Erin has 
been driven by the easy availability of green field land enabling the rapid development of 
significant dwelling sites such as the area around Erin Way and Ballakilley, rather than by a 
planned holistic growth which would have been balanced by an increase in the amenities 
offered by Port Erin as a Service Centre. Paragraph 5.11 references the high completion 
rate of 95% for residential construction projects within the town. The Board would welcome 
a further breakdown in statistics showing the comparative completion rates in the public 
sector and private sector. 
 
The Board believes that there is a planning presumption of an increase in social housing 
development in Castletown which will add to the existing historic imbalance in the housing 
mix.  It is felt that alongside the ongoing replacement of existing Social Housing stock any 
future additional development should address this imbalance by focussing on the creation of 
higher density affordable private dwellings alongside larger properties in parkland within the 
existing Castletown Town Boundary.  It should be noted that with this rebalancing in mind 
the Board is currently in discussions with the Department of Infrastructure Housing Division 
as to how the redevelopment of the School Hill/ West Hill Estate (outside the scope of this 
review) can enable the creation of additional affordable private housing in the town 
alongside the replacement of existing social housing stock. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Coates, C. & 
Murray, A. 

One fundamental issue is who are the people who would occupy the additional housing and 
what infrastructure would need to be put in place to support them?   We must assume that, 
having regard to the substantial numbers involved, in the main the new houses will be 
occupied by new people to the island who will need new businesses to work in. As far as we 
are aware the proposals have no assumptions about what new businesses are envisaged, 
where they would be located, what type of people, by age profile, would be needed to work 
in them and what skills would be required. All of this would affect their income levels and 
the type of housing they would need.   Serious thought would be needed to assess how 
work permits could be dealt with as we know from personal experience this is a very 
difficult area. The number of businesses operating in Castletown have reduced in recent 
years and the prospects for new businesses here seem remote. This being the case the 
numbers of people, coming from more than 400 houses, say more than 1200 people, would 
need to move every day to their place of work or schooling and it is very clear that the 
present road and bus structures could not support this. If the people occupying the new 
houses are not new to the island, then the same infrastructural issues apply. 
 

Collister, A. Castletown requires first time property at a cost that young people can afford. 
 

Mr Cregeen  
(MHK) 

I feel that the ongoing replacement and upgrading of the social housing stock will benefit 
the Town and that any future development should address the need of housing in the first 
and second-time buyer sector.  
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Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. Paragraph 2.7 - It would appear from the sites identifying land within the current 
Castletown area plan 93 acres does not comply to the inspectors recommendation relating 
to traffic management.  These areas are to the south west of the town and will generate 
significant additional traffic through the town. 
 
Paragraph 2.8 - The question of need remains a pertinent one both for Castletown and the 
Island in general, recent statements would suggest the government projection to be flawed 
and requires re-visiting.  Castletown needs to have more facts as the risk of killing the 
centre of the town with estates on the periphery is a tangible problem.  Before any new 
housing is planned the volume of houses for sale needs to be factored in. 
Paragraph 2.10 - This paragraph refers to 1300 new dwellings but as above this figure has 
already been challenged as incorrect and is confusing when the later paragraphs are 
considered.  For the "South" a number of 1120 is proposed if equally split over the three 
main areas of Port Erin, Port St Mary and Castletown this equals a max of 374 houses per 
area.  The current Castletown All Sites plan shows a proposed 303 acres developed at a 
modest 10 per acre equals 3,030 houses!  Absolutely ludicrous. 
 
Paragraph 2.17 - Including land outside but adjacent to the town boundary is a risk as 
political pressure from other adjacent parishes may support mass development.  This would 
meet the Government need but would avoid pressures on their individual infrastructures 
and this should only consider areas within the Town boundary. 
Paragraph 2.18 - Other background information is a critical area now and the whole housing 
need needs review with the exit from Europe having a potential serious impact on the socio-
economic position of the island. 
 
Castletown does need to grow but within fixed parameters and in pace with investment in 
infrastructure.  For the next ten years new housing growth needs to be in the region of 
7.5% per annum based on current house numbers but this need to be coupled with the 
regeneration of existing houses for sale.  Currently the housing market for older Town 
centre properties is stalled due to financial institutions not offering mortgages when any 
modernisation, however minor is involved.  This needs addressing strategically by the 
Government reintroducing the old building by private enterprise scheme and the housing 
improvement scheme.  Both of these schemes would have significant medium / long term 
value add for the economy through interest rates to government and also caveats could be 
applied on development within conservation areas to retain the history of the town.  
Additionally all these refurbishments of older properties would not be done by large 
developers (Dandara/Hartford etc) who import all their building materials from the UK but 
by smaller Island business of 5 to 10 persons who buy all materials locally.  The businesses 
tend to be family concerns employing a small number of local people and have potential to 
employ apprentices and are committed to the Island which in totality would give a 
significant uplift to the overall economy. 
 

Cubbon, E. Over the last 25 years Castletown has witnessed an exodus of the young people of the town 
due to the shortage of affordable housing.  If Castletown is to maintain and enrich its 
community this drift to other areas where housing is more affordable needs to be halted.  
The provision of affordable housing has to be a priority in any development in Castletown. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Department of 
Infrastructure  
  
 

The Housing Division of the DOI is responsible for the investment in, and development of, a 
Departmental portfolio of 1220 public sector homes for rent.  The Division also works with 
housing authorities, other Government departments and developers to ensure that the 
provision of affordable housing in terms of stock numbers and satisfying current demand is 
managed correctly.  The Housing Division delivered a submission to the Strategic Plan Policy 
Review Team in 2015 which incorporated a summary of the latest housing waiting list at 
that time together with the summary of the first time buyer register.  There are currently 35 
persons/families on the Castletown Commissioners general housing waiting list for 
Castletown, approximately 30 on the DOI waiting list for the southern region, with a further 
7 on the older persons waiting list for Castletown.  It is also worth adding that there are a 
further 30 persons on housing authority waiting lists in Port Erin and Port St. Mary, a total 
waiting list of more than 100 applicants for affordable housing for rent in the south.   
 
During the last two years there has been considerable residential development in 
Castletown at Janet's Corner, at Ballakilley in Port Erin, at Cronk Cullyn in Colby and at a 
number of other smaller sites in the south.  The greater part of the demand for first time 
buyers housing has accordingly been satisfied for the time being as a result of these 
developments and at the present time there are 15 persons on the 'active' applications list 
for the South, with only 3 of those with the south as their first choice, two of whom are 
purchasing first-time buyer units at Colby.  The current Strategic Plan states that 
approximately 25% of all new houses to be built over the life of the plan should be 
affordable housing, and we believe that this requirement should be reflected in any newly 
identified sites for residential development.  Demand for both affordable housing for rent 
generally and first time buyer housing fluctuates according to a number of influencing 
factors and the Department believes that there is no reason to amend this requirement. 

Hartford Homes Paragraph 3.4 - The Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 seeks to focus the majority of housing 
in Douglas and the five service centres on the Island including Castletown and Port Erin.  
Approximately 75% of all housing Is to be concentrated in these centres, which provide the 
most sustainable location for housing growth on the Island.  The spread of housing 
development set out in the adopted Area Plan (as outlined in Table 1) appears significantly 
out-of-step with the distribution strategy that is now being pursued. 
Paragraph 4.4 - It is acknowledged that since 2001 most new housing in the south of the 
Island has been approved in the two service centres.  However, the number of housing 
approvals is still below the requirement for Castletown and Port Erin as further outlined in 
our answer to Q1.2 
Paragraph 5.6 - Not enough housing has been provided in Castletown since 2001 as further 
outlined in our answer to Q1.2.  More land needs to be allocated in Castletown to address 
the past under-supply of housing and make sufficient land available to address future 
housing needs. 
Paragraph 5.7, Table 7 - As set out in our answer to Q1.2 below, in calculating the housing 
requirements for Castletown based on the Isle of Man Strategic Plan's distribution strategy, 
account needs to be taken of the shortfall in housing supply that has occurred in Castletown 
since 2001. 
Paragraph 6.4 - We consider that 445 dwellings (or 14.8 - 29.7 ha of land) should be 
brought forward in Castletown over the period 2015-2026 to address identified housing 
requirements (see answer to Q1.2 below). 
 
The Preliminary Housing Needs Assessment sets out the following two options to address 
the opportunities for housing growth in Castletown: 1) Make good theoretical shortfall in 
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Respondent  Comment  

2001-2016 allocations and 2) Identify need based on housing figures identified for 2011-
2026 Strategic Plan Period.  We consider that these two options need to be considered 
together (not as either/or) and that the under-provision in housing that has occurred in 
Castletown since 2001 needs to be taken into account when determining the housing 
requirement for the period up to 2026.  It is well established practice in the UK to deal with 
past under-supply when determining housing requirements for an area.  The National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires local authorities to meet their full objectively 
assessed needs, and as clarified in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), in assessing this 
need consideration should be given to past delivery records.  The NPPF also states that 
where there has been a record of persistent under-delivery of housing, a 20% buffer should 
be added to increase the prospects of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land.   
 
In the southern area as a whole, less housing has been provided that the requirements set 
out in the Area Plan for the South.  The overall shortfall is 255 dwellings for the period 2001 
- 2015 based on the monitoring information set out in Table5 in the Preliminary Housing 
Needs Assessment.  Whilst sufficient housing has been provided in the identified service 
villages and villages, provision in the two service centres (Castletown and Port Erin) is 
lacking behind.  The shortfall is particularly acute in Castletown.  Table 5 shows that over 
the period 2001-2016, 492 dwellings should have been delivered in Castletown.  However, 
only 301 dwellings were completed or under construction as at June 2015 against a target 
of 459 for the period 2001 - 2015 (i.e. 492 units less 1 year's supply).  This is 158 dwellings 
short of the delivery target, approximately a third of the overall requirement for the town.  
We also understand that there is a recognised under-provision of affordable homes.  It is 
our view that this persistent record of under-delivery in recent years cannot be ignored and 
needs to be addressed by significantly increasing the supply of housing land in the town.   
 
Turning to future housing needs, we consider that Castletown's housing requirement for the 
period 2015-2026 needs to be determined by adding the shortfall to the overall need and by 
applying an additional buffer to boost the supply of housing in the town and ensure choice 
and competition.  In line with the distribution strategy set out in the Isle of Man Strategic 
Plan 2016, 417 are to be provided in Castletown over the plan period 2011-2026; this 
equates to 28 dwellings per annum.  That means that for the remaining plan period (2015-
2026), 308 dwellings need to be delivered in Castletown. When the identified shortfall is 
taken into account, the overall need increases to 466 dwellings.  Taking the outstanding 
allocations, commitments and projected conversions into account (as set out at Table 7 of 
the Preliminary Housing Needs Assessment), there is still a need to identify sufficient land to 
provide 445 dwellings (approximately 15-30 hectares of additional housing land depending 
on housing density).  Our calculation to arrive at this housing needs figure is set out in the 
table below. (see original response of copy of table).   
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Respondent  Comment  

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Paragraph 2.18 - Account should be taken of 2016 Census results - anticipated to be low 
population figures; therefore need could be reduced. 
 
Table 2 - As illustrated in this table & as indicated elsewhere, Strategic Reserves at Sites at 
2 & 3 are included up to 2026.  These take figures / percentages way over & above need 
for Service Villages.  However because they are already allocated more account needs to be 
take of their existence  and the fact that a reduced proportion  in particular for Castletown 
may be needed due to the presence of large sites in Ballasalla. 
 
As above, proportion for Castletown is too high given sites in Ballasalla are way beyond 
need up to 2026. 
 

Kelsey, D. & C. Generally, whilst we appreciate that this is only a provisional Housing Needs assessment, it 
does seem very thin and purely based on a simple sharing of the numbers of houses 
contained in the overall strategy. Each area, town, settlement and village of the Isle of Man 
deserves a more thorough analysis based on tailored needs, see below: e.g. what is the 
area's primary, secondary and additional purposes; current demographics and future 
desired state; the current housing stock (especially vacant or available properties); parking 
requirements; roads; infrastructure; and employment/income generation. For Castletown in 
particular this is vital to ensure access to the Heritage sites, visitor attractions and natural 
beauty are not adversely impacted by a one-size fits all approach to planning.   
 
It would be really useful to decide who any new-build or converted properties are needed 
for and make sure that is the type of housing that is built. Equally, the exact location of the 
houses/accommodation including space for parking and access to main roads will depend 
on who are we building the properties for. For example if all the jobs are in the East or in 
the Airport Development area, then access to the bypass without the need to drive through 
the Market Square area is essential if the houses that are being built are for families. 
 
If retirement and sheltered accommodation is what is needed, then level and easy access to 
the town centre amenities may be more appropriate.  Castletown needs to decide on its 
own purpose and ensure that any housing will support that purpose and the infrastructure 
requirements (and impacts) are considered in light of how best to develop the town for the 
next 50+ years. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Malew 
Commissioners 

Without pre-empting the publication of the 2016 Census, it is abundantly clear the 
population is not growing at the rate previously forecast and may even be in decline.  This 
is evidenced by the number of properties that are unoccupied or for sale in Castletown and 
the wider southern area.  Further evidence can be found in a recently published book by 
Paul Craine titled Isle of Man Population Atlas.  Without additional employment 
opportunities with the surrounding area it is difficult to see where any population growth 
will be generated.  In the Area Plan for the South, there are 4 sites identified for housing 
within the existing Castletown settlement boundary.  These sites would provide for up to 89 
units, however only 1 has been taken up.  If there were great need for housing in 
Castletown, why have the other units not been brought forward?  
 
There will be redevelopment of the School Hill/West Hill estates in the near future that may 
result in additional units being created.  It should also be borne in mind that there is 
currently 345 units at a pre-application stage in neighbouring Ballasalla, plus the 
redevelopment of the Clagh Vane Estate in Ballasalla, which will create some 51 further 
units.  It is important to view Castletown's housing need in conjunction with other sites in 
the South, not isolation. 

O’Sullivan, C. There is a requirement for further housing in Castletown.  You can see the benefits this has 
brought to Peel.  The location of further developments requires a strategic approach such 
that they are not centred too far out from the town centre.  The additional residents, 
provided they are correctly located, would increase the use of local shops and businesses 
without the need to use the car, especially as parking in Castletown is limited. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

There is a requirement for sites in Castletown to be available if needed; at present there is 
very little land available.  Ideally, residential sites should provide for local employment, 
rather than commuting.  The business parks adjacent to the airport could provide such 
employment.  Castletown is over-provided with public housing; development ideally should 
be available for privately owned houses.  Great care should be taken on the appearance of 
any development visible from the harbour, the sea and in the conservation area. 

Ronan, R. As a former Town Commissioner and MHK for Castletown and having lived in the area all 
my life, I have seen first hand the decline in Castletown's economy and social fabric over 
many years.  So I was delighted when former Minister David Cretney agreed with the 
informed observations of the Inspector in the Area Plan for the South, acknowledging the 
need for housing in the Castletown area.  Castletown's resident population is, unique and 
out of kilter with the rest of the Island, with approximately 60%  made up of social and 
rental accommodation. Due to traditional views on zoning and development of the town, it 
has been prohibited from expanding by large green areas designated for Agricultural use 
around its borders. This has led to a “land locked” residential population that hasn’t 
increased for 30 years yet other urban and rural areas around the Island have increased 
substantially, most notably our near neighbours in Port Erin and Ballasalla, which has in turn 
drawn lots of economic prosperity and vitality  out of the town.  
 
Sadly, Castletown has lost many young potential house buyers who would normally have 
stayed in the town they grew up in, instead having no choice but to purchase in other areas 
of the Island, leaving the town with a lack of young families and a declining pool of 
available labour for local businesses to draw on. Limited supply, even on older properties 
ensured locals were priced out of the market by over inflated house prices which Castletown 
had to endure over this period of population stagnation.  Somebody said to me when first 
elected as MHK for the town:  "the only real chance a young person or family had of getting 
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Respondent  Comment  

a home in Castletown was putting their name on the social housing list" sad but true!  What 
this review has successfully done is given the town hope and a real chance to succeed over 
the next generation, not just the town but also supporting the south and the Island to 
become more economically balanced and help stop the flawed governmental policies of the 
past structuring it's economy nearly all in the Douglas area, with the latest figures showing 
98% of all on Island office space is located in the Douglas area, I personally find that figure 
alone breath-taking, as it confirms  just why our regional towns and villages have suffered 
so much over this period, why many have become dormitory towns, and why over time 
making Castletown more sustainable will ultimately help address this balance and also feed 
the newly proposed Ronaldsway employment gateway proposals.   
 
Castletown has undergone some major redevelopment in the centre of our town, 
culminating in the Regeneration of the Square last year. But clearly if the town is going to 
survive as a retail and leisure destination in an ever changing environment, then we will 
need more throughput and physically more residents residing in our town to support day 
and night time economies, also acknowledging the need for a greater mix of residential in 
retail areas.  I am delighted to support the continuation of this very important housing 
review of Castletown and look forward to seeing new family homes being built in the 
Castletown area in the very near future, supporting long term its economy, social fabric and 
re-building the type of sustaining community that I grew up in. 
 

Savage & 
Chadwick 

Paragraph 6.3 - Clarification of need and type of dwellings needed relative to the statistical 
assessment of 417 dwellings would be helpful.  Table 7 also sets out a net provision of 320 
over 10 years with assumptions as to possible densities.  Are there no demographic 
indicators that would narrow the range of use and land use?  The short term view also does 
not appear to have any references as to the types needed. 

Thomas, A. Demand and supply of house building is out of balance in Castletown.  Demand remains 
extremely strong whereas the supply has been limited for a number of years, with a result 
that house prices in Castletown are significantly higher than in other parts of the south of 
our island and indeed the Isle of Man generally (especially when taking into account the 
size and type of accommodation).  With the exception of Knock Rushen and Y Varrey Yairg, 
in the past 20 years or so Castletown has experienced very limited new residential building.  
The small number of new dwellings has not satisfied demand.  Over the past 30 years the 
population of Castletown has largely remained stagnant, whereas all of the other towns in 
the south and in the Isle of Man generally have gown strongly.  There is demand, but little 
or no supply. 
 
The lack of housing provision has adverse implications for the affordability and availability of 
homes in Castletown for local people.  It also has adverse implications for the provision of 
services, facilities and the retail offer in our town.  We are all aware that there has been 
strong growth in population and residential accommodation throughout the remainder of 
the south of our Island and indeed the Island as a whole.  In population terms Castletown 
has stagnated.  The population at the 2011 Census was lower than at the 1981 Census 
(2016 Census figures not yet released).  Castletown has experienced growth in the number 
of households (reflected in the steady reduction of household size but because of the 
shortage of accommodation new household formation in Castletown has been a much 
slower rate than the rest of the south and the Isle of Man.  The lack of new housing 
provision and the lack of growth in population has adverse implications for the affordability 
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Respondent  Comment  

and availability of housing for local people, and the sustainability of Castletown as a viable 
town.  In 2011 Castletown Commissioners did some analysis which showed that house 
prices were more expensive in Castletown than in any other location in the Isle of Man (with 
the exception of Douglas).  In fact average Castletown prices were almost identical to those 
in Douglas and significantly higher than the south, the west and the north of the Isle of 
Man.  These figures do not reflect that on average the houses in Castletown are smaller 
than in other parts of the Isle of Man, which on an equivalence basis makes the houses till 
more expensive.  The lack of supply and the high cost of existing housing has a range of 
adverse effects on the local community, particularly in respect of first time buyers who are 
likely to be from local families, and who wish to remain in the town.   
 
Public Sector housing is also affected as Castletown has a long waiting list for 
Commissioners and Government owned property.  The lack of housing provides a constraint 
to population growth which limits the local retail market available to local traders and 
businesses in the town centre.  The planners have allowed a new commercial development 
in the town centre now which provides some renal accommodation and a (ever dwindling 
and consistently empty) supply of retail premises but this has had an adverse effect on 
investment in our town centre because the lack of parking has been exacerbated.  As a 
former Commissioner I am acutely aware of the impact on local businesses of the constraint 
on population, but there is another significant constraint (vis a via other local authorities) 
which is on rateable income (which in itself inhibits improvement of the towns amenities).  I 
believe that the Area Plan for the South (APS) completely ignored the need for more 
housing land in Castletown.   
 
The APS fails to distribute housing in accordance with the principals identified in the 
Strategic Island Plan in that is focuses on a disproportionate amount of housing in 
settlements with very limited social community facilities (particularly in Ballasalla).  The 
Castletown Housing Review provides an opportunity to redress this historic wrong and in-
balance and I very much hope that you and your staff can allow further land to be allocated 
for residential development. 

Walls, N. C. In view of a general trend of depopulation Island wide, and the preference of the majority 
of young commuting workers to live in Douglas or Braddan, I am concerned at the amount 
of new development which has been allocated to Castletown.  This constitutes a total of 
four hindered and seventeen new houses in the next ten years to 2026.  This would 
undoubtedly have a major effect on the open landscape surrounding the existing town and 
would directly impact on the Spatial Vision and Landscape Character Assessment as outlined 
in the area plan for the South. 

Weir, K. I welcome the call for sites for Castletown as the town has been stagnant for too many 
years.  With the call for sites Castletown could have a greater diversity and affordable 
housing encouraging the young to set up home in our town, also to open up the 
opportunity for new residents with families to live and possibly have a business adding 
increased footfall to help sustain new and existing business. 
 
I was very much involved in all housing matters for Castletown Commissioners over sixteen 
years only retiring in May of this year. We very much have a need but I do believe the call 
for sites will need to be managed and used as and when needed so as not to flood the town 
unlike other areas such as Peel.     
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Respondent  Comment  

Wheeler, J. L. I have read the information on your Website but was unable to attend the drop in session 
earlier this week.  However, I am extremely concerned about the amount of housing 
deemed to be needed in Castletown and feel strongly that several issued have not been 
considered, or if they have nothing has been mentioned in the information posted on the 
website.  Firstly, 419 new homes means in all likelihood an additional 1200+ adults and 
children, a probably 600 plus additional cars on the road and 1200+ people needing medical 
and education services.  At the moment Castletown cannot provide parking or adequate 
shopping for its existing residents and most of us have to go to Port Erin, Tynwald Mills or 
Douglas to do our shopping.   
 
It is quite hard to get around the Castle either by driving or walking and when coaches are 
in it becomes even more difficult (coaches probably add a mere 100 - 150 people to the 
town)  So if a further 100+ people were trying to move about, especially at peak times, it 
would become a major problem.  As there is very little industry in Castletown these people 
will all have to commute, probably into Douglas, if they choose to use the bus, even bearing 
in mind the differing start times, I doubt our existing bus service will be adequate.  I didn't 
see anything on your website addressing this problem  Healthcare is stretched to its limits 
at the moment with having to wait up to 2 weeks for an appointment to see a GP unless it 
is an emergency, I didn't see any comments on your website addressing this problem 
either.  Do we really have the spare capacity in our schools to accommodate the influx of 
new children of all ages to the area?  Yes we probably do need a new school building but 
surely not at the cost of losing a very popular sports ground which is in use almost every 
day of the week!   
 
Finally, where are all these people coming from?  We have low employment but even so we 
do have unemployed people, so where are all the new positions coming from which will 
need all these extra people?  What type of jobs are we going to create and where, in 
Castletown, will these new businesses be located?  I feel very strongly there are far too 
many unanswered questions for this number of new houses to be sited on any of the sites 
in Castletown and the plan should be either significantly reduced or abandoned altogether. 
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Appendix 2: Comments on Potential Sites 
 

 
The tables below sets out the responses to the following questions: 

• Q 2.1 Several sites have been put forward to the Department in response to the previous ‘Call for 
Sites’.  The sites are shown (hatched in red with a number) on the map which forms part of this 
initial consultation.  Do you have any comments on these sites?  

• Q 2.2 Some site have been identified which have not been put forward as part of the ‘Call for 
Sites’ but which could be considered (i.e. which in the Department’s opinion should also undergo 
preliminary assessment).  The sites are shown (hatched in black with a letter) on the map which 
forms part of this initial consultation.  Do you have any comments on these sites?  

 

Site 1 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. This site may have underground cables  
Cringle, J. Suitable for infill, within the town boundary, newly enhanced access route and largely 

hidden. 

Cubbon, E. Site is too small to have any impact on the housing need assessment 2015 - 2021 (6 - 11 
Ha).  Single track access. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 1 Ballalough Rank marshy grassland/poor semi-improved grassland. Some detailed 
(phase 2) ecological survey has been undertaken (target note from the 1990s provided). 
This suggests that the field could become of importance for wildlife but lacks the 
management to produce this. Reed (a rare habitat in the IoM) was recorded as spreading 
in from the north-west but this may not remain (Aline couldn’t spot any during a brief 
view from the boundary). Worth a check for orchids in the summer, though, as they are 
on the MWT reserve close by.  
 
There are excellent wooded hedgerows that may be worthy of protection, being a scarce 
habitat in this area and this may be the most valuable element, currently. The rank 
grassland will, however, produce a lot of seeds and insects and is therefore likely to 
support local bird and bat interest. I think that overall, I would not rule out the possibility 
of some form of development, but suggest getting an up to date wildlife report on the 
interest of the site (plants, bats, birds) and considering this against the criteria for a 
Wildlife Site. Wet grasslands also have potential for frogs (protected). 

DEFA (Trees) On the north, east and west boundaries of the site there is mixed elm/willow hedgerow.  
These trees/groups of trees that could be considered as material constraints. These 
constraints may be due root protection areas (‘RPAs’) and/or issues such as shade, the 
perception of risk and nuisance issues.  This would need to be accounted for in any 
design put forward for these sites. 

Hartford Homes The site is very small and will not be able to significantly contribute towards the strategic 
housing need 

Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  
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Respondent  Comment  

Manx National 
Heritage 

We would score this site as 3 under Criterion 10:  We would however draw attention to its 
potential interest as wildlife habitat according to DEFA Habitat Surveys (marshy 
grassland/poor semi-improved grassland in need of some conservation management); this 
field may be one of the last remnants of land of biodiversity interest in a landscape which 
is dominated by more intensive agriculture (see site 2). MNH would not favour converting 
this parcel to residential development.  We would score this site between 2 and 3 under 
Criterion 12:  This site lies on the periphery of a wetland area which attracted significant 
Iron Age settlement, and overlooks the statutory Ancient Monument of Ballacagen, which 
lies less than 200m to the west.  MNH expects the site to have some archaeological 
potential which may require survey to establish whether there would be archaeological 
implications arising from its development. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

This site forms part of the Phase 2 Survey identified Ballalough Wetland. While it is 
currently a Score 3 on Criteria D10, it has significant wildlife interest to make it a 
candidate ASSI and therefore Score 0. Part of the area to the south of this site is a nature 
reserve managed by Manx Wildlife Trust; indicators of particular note with pond sedge 
(poss. nat. imp. pop.), brown sedge, hybrid water speedwell, pink water speedwell 
(poss.) 

Rawcliffe, R. & E. OK 

Walls, N. C. This would extend into an area of open countryside (cross) 
Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 2 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Underground cables from Peel power station very near  
Cringle, J. Suitable for infill, within the town boundary, newly enhanced access route and largely 

hidden. 
Cubbon, E. This site is totally within the boundary of the identified settlement of Castletown and within 

the study area.  Field 434037: Whilst this proposed development may be seen as an 
encroachment into a green field site, it should be noted that that 1/3'd of the site is already 
zoned for residential use, this would be a natural expansion of the existing residential zoned 
land. Time Frame: This site could be progressed quickly subject to planning and deliver, 
within the time scale of the Housing Need Assessment Castletown 2015 to 2021 a 
substantial proportion of Castletown’s housing requirements. Services: Electricity: 3-Phase 
overhead supply on Northern edge of site (Renewed 2 years ago) and part of site abuts 
Main Sub Station. New Gas Main up to entrance to Gardenfield. Telecommunications: 
Underground junction at entrance to Gardenfield. Water:  Water Main situated in Malew 
Road (A3).  Sewage:  Main Sewer situated at entrance to Gardenfield. In addition the IRIS 
pipe line abuts the southerly edge of the site.  Public Safety Zone:  The site is clear of the 
PSZ.  Public transport is within easy walking distance (less than 500 mtrs) from the 
proposed site i.e. main bus routes and Castletown Railway Station.   Castletown Surgery, 
Poulsom Park, Victoria Road School, Castle Rushen High School, Morton Hall, the Bowling 
Green and Tennis courts are all within easy walking distance (less than 600Mtrs).  
Castletown Post Office and retail outlets are all within easy walking distance (less than 
800mtrs). Castletown Football Club grounds have a vehicular and pedestrian access less 
than 20mtrs from the site. Fluvial flood Plain to North: Whilst there is a fluvial flood risk to 
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Respondent  Comment  

the north and east of the proposed site, it is considered that there is no risk to the proposed 
site due to its higher elevation. Nature Reserve- Ballalough Reed Beds: The section of the 
proposed site that is adjacent to the Ballalough Reed Beds is separated from the Reserve by 
the Railway track. This part of the site was planted with a variety of trees about 30 years 
ago, by virtue of its' triangular nature this section of the site is not suitable for 
development. It is envisaged that should any development take place that this space would 
be managed and become a Community Woodland laid out with paths leading to a picnic 
area at the western tip. Overhead High Voltage Lines: Whilst there are high voltage lines 
crossing the north west corner of the site, there are no poles on the site. The area affected 
consists of 294 sq. metres. I have calculated that the area of land affected is .86% of 1% 
i.e.00.86% of the total area of the site. The loss of this small area is insignificant compared 
to the overall size of the site.  
 
Visual Impact: The site would have minimal visual impact: To the east and north it is 
screened by existing residential on Malew Road and Castletown football club house. It 
would not be visible from the main strategic link A3. To the west is undulating farm land 
with no public access or rights of way. To the south the site abuts the Railway track and the 
Strategic link A7 Castletown Bypass. However, on the approach from the west the existing 
woodland screens the site from view and it is only visible for a 120 metre stretch. The 
approach from the east is similar due to the elevation of the site in relation to the A7. 
Sympathetic, strategic landscaping and use of the existing mature hedgerows which have 
just been severely cut back to facilitate the replacement of the old boundary fencing would 
minimise any impact. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 2 Gardenfield, Malew Road I have little concern regarding the eastern 3/5 of this area 
(house and improved area of field), but the ecological survey noted ‘The field to the west of 
"Gardenfield" has a corner (see map) of marshy grassland dominated by yellow iris (Iris 
pseudacorus) and rushes (Juncus spp.) but the remainder appeared largely improved. The 
presence of a stallion precluded detailed survey.’ If marshy grassland remains at bottom of 
the field then a check for orchids is recommended.  The western strip along the railway, 
however, is noted as swamp, ‘Field 0016 (SC259681) is an area of common reed 
(Phragmites australis) which has been planted with poplars (Populus spp.) and alders (Alnus 
spp.).’ This is of greater potential wildlife interest to other areas of the site. Bearing in mind 
the rarity of any reedbeds in the IoM and the importance of wetlands for wildlife (we are in 
the Ramsar Convention) I suggest protecting this area against future development. Frogs 
likely (protected).  I also suggest a discussion with MNH/DED-Tourism regarding the views 
from the railway. 

DEFA (Trees) There are several large trees around the property called ‘Gardenfield’. The best of these 
would be material constraints and would need to be accounted for in any design put 
forward for this site. At the western end of this site there is a triangle-shaped block of 
scrubby woodland cover. I’m not sure when this was planted (probably within the last 15 
years) but this block contributes to the visual character of the area and should be retained. 

Hartford Homes There are a number of constraints affecting the site, including fluvial flood risk to the north; 
draft Area of Ecological Importance to the south; high voltage overhead lines and location 
adjacent to a nature reserve.  Additionally, the site is not sustainable due to its location to 
the north of the railway line and the A5 Bypass road which separates the site from 
Castletown’s main services and facilities. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

flooding 

Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

We would score this site between 2 and 3 under Criterion 10: The western 'tongue' appears 
on DEFA habitat surveys as wetland and scrub which appears on the aerial photograph to 
have grown over somewhat, but is not agriculturally improved. Part of a small area of land 
north and south of the railway of potential biodiversity conservation interest (see site 1) 
which should not be urbanised. MNH would therefore not favour development in the 
western part of the site, mindful of the Isle of Man’s responsibilities within the terms of the 
Ramsar Convention on the conservation and wise use of wetlands.  We would score this site 
between 3 and 4 under Criterion 12: This site lies on the periphery of a wetland area which 
attracted significant Iron Age settlement, and overlooks the statutory Ancient Monument of 
Ballacagen, which lies 250m to the north.  MNH expects the site to have some 
archaeological potential which may require survey to establish whether there would be 
archaeological implications arising from its development. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

This site forms part of the Phase 2 Survey identified Ballalough Wetland. While it is 
currently a Score 3 on Criteria D10, it has significant wildlife interest to make it a candidate 
ASSI and therefore Score 0. Part of the area to the south of this site is a nature reserve 
managed by Manx Wildlife Trust; indicators of particular note with pond sedge (poss. nat. 
imp. pop.), brown sedge, hybrid water speedwell, pink water speedwell (poss.) 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

OK 

Walls, N. C. This would constitute an extension of the existing property in the area (tick) 
Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 3 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. The site is very used to be flooded   . A plan to keep out the high tide is required 

Cringle, J. Perfect for infill high density building that will fit easily within the current adjacent builds. 
Cubbon, E. High Flood Risk.  Would require relocation of existing builders merchant and site clearance 

probably not deliverable before 2021 

DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See attached letter. Housing development along the boundary with the Silver Burn may 
have adverse impacts on aquatic habitats and fish populations. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 3 Qualtrough’s Yard Tree loss indicated by proposals plan, with potential implications 
for any wildlife using them, but not of likely national importance, just a local concern. The 
site appears to exclude the Mill Stream, but not the adjacent trees. As with any tree works, 
a check for bat roosts would be necessary. Mostly developed or mown/improved and 
therefore mostly of little interest for wildlife. The retention of tree lines is recommended. 
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DEFA (Trees) This area contains land included in application 16/00635/B (Castletown flood defence). This 
application included the removal of a large number of trees. Although there are numerous 
trees being replanted, depending on the timing, these could still be small(ish) by the time 
applications are considered, and may be considered category C trees as a result. If this site 
was zoned for housing it should be noted somewhere that all existing trees adjacent to the 
river, regardless of size, should be retained and protected. There are other early-mature 
broadleaf trees elsewhere on the site which may also be worthy for consideration as 
material constraints. These would need to be accounted for in any design put forward for 
this site. 

Hartford Homes The site is constrained by its location within the tidal floodplain.  It is identified as an area 
at high risk of river and tidal flooding on the Department of Infrastructure Silverburn River 
Flood Map. 

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

flooding 

Kelsey, D. & C. Very useful space for smaller properties or retirement accommodation. Direct access to the 
bypass would need to be included in any plan. 

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

MNH notes that there are opportunities for improving public amenity along the river with 
well-designed landscaping as part of future development.  We also note that the site is only 
capable of residential development if substantial flood defences are put in place, and would 
therefore question the wisdom of taking such a risk.  We would score this site as 2 under 
Criterion 12:  There is clear archaeological interest in the site as a result of its former and 
existing industrial uses.  The 1868 Ordnance Survey shows a rope works on the western 
side of the site and the area has significant potential for having been used for ship- and 
boat-building during medieval and post-medieval times. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Important site: should not be over-developed and view from harbour very important. 

Walls, N. C. This is a flat site and would not intrude into the open countryside.  Unfortunately it is a 
flood plain for the Silverburn River and existing harbour. 

Weir, K. My concern is this site is subject to flooding and would need to be addressed. 

 
Site 4 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. Perfect low medium density development, particularly for a "parkland" development 
Cubbon, E. Excellent Site.  However I would suggest that it could not be delivered before 2021 due to 

the constraints of relocating the existing Buchan School to King William College site. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 4 Buchan School Based on the proposed plans, the woodland areas are expected to be 
protected. This appears to include a pond close to the eastern edge of the site, which if 
present, is likely to form a central nucleus for a population of frogs (protected). However, if 
the woodland were to be protected then this will cater for any frog population that may be 
present, and if gardens are provided and access is possible between them, then frogs could 
spread through them after development. The retention of the woodland might be clarified in 
the brief. If this is the case, then any concerns are merely related to the details at the 
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application stage: protection of trees/woodland during works; method statement to prevent 
damage to frogs; bat roost in a building at the north end of the site. The bat roost only 
seems to relate to an occasional bat (probably males in small numbers, which could be 
catered for by provision in the new site, but will require consideration to ensure no damage 
during works. I don’t expect that the presence of this roost would affect the potential for 
development but I do expect that conditions will be applied, if developed, to ensure that no 
bats are harmed and that provision continues for bats to roost on this site. A rookery is 
located in the Westham/Westhill area (81 nests in 2005) which may stretch into the Buchan 
woodlands. 

DEFA (Trees) The area to the east of the existing driveway up to the Buchan school (shown hatched red 
on the attached image) should be zoned as ‘urban woodland’. In a town with relatively little 
tree cover this is an important area. If the rest of the site was developed this could become 
public access urban woodland and deliver many benefits to the local area and town as a 
whole. Any design for the area immediately to the west of this woodland would have to 
consider the constraints imposed by the presence of large deciduous trees, such as shade. 
Elsewhere on the site there are trees along the southern and western boundaries of the 
area which are likely to be significant material constraints. 

Hartford Homes This is a sustainable location.  The main constraint is deliverability which is dependent on 
the relocation of the Buchan School.  King William's College is identified as a suitable 
relocation site. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Very well-thought through plan from a major income generator for Castletown which may 
solve may issues at one stroke - although if the housing needs assessment is verified by 
thorough analysis, it would only fulfil some of the currently perceived need. Assurances that 
jobs would not be significantly cut by joining the 2 KWC sites would be my only concern - 
but this would help ensure the long term viability of both schools and jobs. 

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 10: Woodland on the eastern side of the site 
should be protected from development to ensure trees and the biodiversity they attract 
remain part of the townscape.  We note that the site contains, and is immediately adjacent 
to, Registered Trees. We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 12: Prehistoric worked 
flint has been recovered from the site in the past, possibly before the school was 
developed.  We expect the site still to retain archaeological potential, and open space at the 
northern and southern sides of the site may require survey to establish whether there 
would be archaeological implications arising from its development. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Should not be developed for housing 

Walls, N. C. This area would not intrude into the open countryside.  There are some valuable trees on 
this site which should be retained (tick) 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 
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Site 5 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. 423936 & 423934 is under flight path. I would not put money in any property on this site 

Cringle, J. Probably the only Great Meadow sites suitable for development, with medium density 
matching the adjacent areas, a low visual impact and potentially multiple access routes.   

Cubbon, E. Site is divided by the PSZ.  Ribbon Development.  High Visual Impact. 
DEFA (Ecology) Site 5 Great Meadow Site 1 No concerns. 
DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Hartford Homes The Great Meadow Estate is severed from the settlement of Castletown by the Runway 

Public Safety Zone which covers the majority of Site No.5, the bypass road and the railway 
line.  The development of housing in this area would lead to unsustainable growth of the 
town in the opposite direction to shops, services and community facilities. 

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Given allocation of SR2 to south, this should remain as "green gap" between Castletown & 
Ballasalla 

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

No comment on biodiversity. Score 4 under Criterion 10.  We would score this site as 3 
under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to survey 
this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been found, we 
believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on a low ridge providing a reliably 
dry route northwards from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted human 
activity from prehistoric times onwards; from medieval times it has been the route from the 
growing settlement of Castletown to the parish church.   

O’Sullivan, C. We would like to raise our objection to the proposal.  Whilst we do not have access to the 
documentation, this site was refused planning permission in November 1999 and we would 
not anticipate the reason for refusal to have changed significantly.  The airport safety zone 
identified under the constraints map ref GD DI/10/7 bisects the proposed development site.  
Proper practice states that planning permission should not be granted for any development 
proposal which is likely to increase significantly the number of persons residing, working or 
congregating within the zone.  This must restrict all development in this area whether this 
be housing, affordable or otherwise, or retirement apartments which is latterly the proposal 
from the developer.  There is also the matter of air quality.  The smell of aviation fuel if 
often overpowering as the aircraft approach and pass over with turbulent air swirls a 
regular occurrence.   
 
The airport had long been in operation before my father purchased the property so we have 
no grounds to complain but this would certainly hamper the saleability and desirability of 
any development along with associated noise pollution.  The further boundary and highway 
restrictions to this proposal created by the proximity of the railway, the IRIS system running 
under the railway, the high pressure gas main including its meter housing and safe access 
to the highway would create a dysfunctional development which would not be beneficial to 
Castletown.  There are far better sites available which are already considered brownfield or 
have strategic plan for further development and incorporate a benefit for the community.  It 
will be these community services such as the potential for a newly developed school and 
swimming/leisure centre that would attract a broad spectrum of residents which would 
enhance the prosperity and future sustainability of Castletown.  No doubt some form of 
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Respondent  Comment  

S106 agreement could be put in place to assist in the development of the community 
services.  The Isle of Man area plan for the south 2013 makes no reference to developing 
land to North of Alexandra Road.  Section 3.1.3 of the plan recognises the need to maintain 
the right balance between development needs and landscape protection.  It continues by 
saying that the plans objective is to preserve the landscape consisting of the natural, 
cultural and historic environments.  Key views to prominent landmarks should be 
maintained.  It is our opinion that the mill buildings of Golden Meadow Mill fall within that 
category representing one of the most important industrial and rural contributions to life in 
the south of the island for the last 4 centuries.  Development of sites 5 and 6 would be 
hugely detrimental to the preservation of the historic setting the Mill holds and would 
directly abut the registered structure of the Mill pond and Mill race and an area of ecological 
importance.  Concerning land drainage and flooding the natural levels from field site 6 
gradient towards Golden Meadow Mill and has caused significant surface water flooding in 
the past.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Can't see on map.  Sites 5, 6 and 7 - all should be considered for residential.  The idea, put 
forward by Simon Riggell some years ago for a detached hamlet (along the lines of Pound 
Way) is worthy of consideration, as preferable to further joined-on suburbs.  He had an 
architect designed scheme of some merit, and should be consulted.  

Savage & 
Chadwick 

It is intended that this site will not be used for general housing and is intended to be used 
for a specific need/user group.  The flight safety zone was subject to specific discussions 
with DOI and will not have built structures within it. 

Walls, N. C. Forms a natural extension to the existing dwellings (tick) 
Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 6 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. 432861 432881 Too far out of Town Centre 

Cringle, J. Too large a site for any demands Castletown may have, mainly outside the Town boundary 
and having a massive visual impact to the detriment of the surrounding area when viewed 
from the steam train and all surrounding areas.  A vista comparable to Peel would be a 
horrendous proposition. 

Cubbon, E. Ribbon Development.  High Visual Impact. 
DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See attached letter. Housing development in areas close to the Silver Burn may have 
adverse impacts on aquatic habitats and fish populations as well as loss of wildlife, 
recreational and visual amenity value. Concerns are linked to possible changes in habitat, 
vegetation, physical structures, pollution, sedimentation and artificial lighting. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 6 Great Meadow Site 2 A flood risk map has been included but consideration should 
also be given to the expected movement of the position of the river, in the long term, as it 
would to a changing coastline, assuming that the banks have not been artificially fixed (the 
mapped course suggests that this stretch has not been canalised by man). This may be a 
greater risk to development than flooding. If natural banks are present then the natural 
progression of the river should be allowed for, by avoiding development within this zone. 
The advice of a hydrologist is recommended. Our survey (1990s) shows the area as 
improved land. If there is any wildlife interest it is likely to lie along the mill leat and the 
riverbank and these are likely to be used by birds and bats. Broad green areas would be 
worthwhile along the river and leat banks, for both wildlife and for human recreational 
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benefit and this area could become a corridor access for people if an unlit walk and 
cycleway were provided within a broader green area, giving commuting access towards 
town. If the river moved, these could be adjusted in the long term. This also complements 
the amenity of the path on the other side of the river, which would be affected by 
development close to the river, making it less attractive to use. Himalayan Balsam is 
recorded from the riverside here. This is a Schedule 8 species which should not be caused 
to spread in the wild 

DEFA (Trees) Adjacent to the site in its north-west corner on land belonging to a property called 
‘Greywall’ are a mixture of mature and semi-mature broadleaf trees.  These trees/groups of 
trees that could be considered as material constraints. These constraints may be due root 
protection areas (‘RPAs’) and/or issues such as shade, the perception of risk and nuisance 
issues.  This would need to be accounted for in any design put forward for these sites. 

Department of 
Infrastructure 

The Department would like to alert the Cabinet Office that part of these sites falls within the 
runway public safety zone.  This will need to be taken into consideration in the ongoing 
assessment of the site and the Department would wish to be involved further in any 
discussions relating to these sites. 

Hartford Homes See Site 5 comments 
Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Land at south end is very wet.  

Kelsey, D. & C. Easy access to main roads and the bypass. 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

In the event of development, the Silverburn river would need to be protected from pollution 
during construction. Development should stand well back from the river to protect the 
banks and flood risk assessed. Landscaping would need to be designed to enhance the 
riverine environment for the benefit of wildlife and public amenity.  We would score this site 
as 3 under Criterion 12:  We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been 
found, we believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on a low ridge providing 
a reliably dry route inland from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted 
human activity from prehistoric times onwards.   

O’Sullivan, C. We would like to raise our objection to the proposal.  Whilst we do not have access to the 
documentation, this site was refused planning permission in November 1999 and we would 
not anticipate the reason for refusal to have changed significantly.  The airport safety zone 
identified under the constraints map ref GD DI/10/7 bisects the proposed development site.  
Proper practice states that planning permission should not be granted for any development 
proposal which is likely to increase significantly the number of persons residing, working or 
congregating within the zone.  This must restrict all development in this area whether this 
be housing, affordable or otherwise, or retirement apartments which is latterly the proposal 
from the developer.  There is also the matter of air quality.  The smell of aviation fuel if 
often overpowering as the aircraft approach and pass over with turbulent air swirls a 
regular occurrence.  
 
The airport had long been in operation before my father purchased the property so we have 
no grounds to complain but this would certainly hamper the saleability and desirability of 
any development along with associated noise pollution.  The further boundary and highway 
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restrictions to this proposal created by the proximity of the railway, the IRIS system running 
under the railway, the high pressure gas main including its meter housing and safe access 
to the highway would create a dysfunctional development which would not be beneficial to 
Castletown.  There are far better sites available which are already considered brownfield or 
have strategic plan for further development and incorporate a benefit for the community.  It 
will be these community services such as the potential for a newly developed school and 
swimming/leisure centre that would attract a broad spectrum of residents which would 
enhance the prosperity and future sustainability of Castletown.  No doubt some form of 
S106 agreement could be put in place to assist in the development of the community 
services.  The Isle of Man area plan for the south 2013 makes no reference to developing 
land to North of Alexandra Road.   
 
Section 3.1.3 of the plan recognises the need to maintain the right balance between 
development needs and landscape protection.  It continues by saying that the plans 
objective is to preserve the landscape consisting of the natural, cultural and historic 
environments.  Key views to prominent landmarks should be maintained.  It is our opinion 
that the mill buildings of Golden Meadow Mill fall within that category representing one of 
the most important industrial and rural contributions to life in the south of the island for the 
last 4 centuries.  Development of sites 5 and 6 would be hugely detrimental to the 
preservation of the historic setting the Mill holds and would directly abut the registered 
structure of the Mill pond and Mill race and an area of ecological importance.  Concerning 
land drainage and flooding the natural levels from field site 6 gradient towards Golden 
Meadow Mill and has caused significant surface water flooding in the past.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Can't see on map.  Sites 5, 6 and 7 - all should be considered for residential.  The idea, put 
forward by Simon Riggell some years ago for a detached hamlet (along the lines of Pound 
Way) is worthy of consideration, as preferable to further joined-on suburbs.  He had an 
architect designed scheme of some merit, and should be consulted.  

Savage & 
Chadwick 

All sites went through a pre submission process of enquiry with Utilities, Highways, Flood 
Risk, availability prior to submission to ensure they could be serviced. 

Walls, N. C. This would erode the open landscape value of the Town 
Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 7 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. OK 
Cringle, J. Unsuitable as there is no flow of development for this site with Castletown Football Stadium 

to the south west. Again ribbon development. 
Cubbon, E. Site is North of existing residential and split by Castletown Football Club grounds.  Ribbon 

Development. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 7 Great Meadow Site 3 No concerns. 
DEFA (Trees) Adjacent to the site in its south-west corner on land belonging to a Ballalough are a number 

of early-mature broadleaf trees.  These trees/groups of trees that could be considered as 
material constraints. These constraints may be due root protection areas (‘RPAs’) and/or 
issues such as shade, the perception of risk and nuisance issues.  This would need to be 
accounted for in any design put forward for these sites. 

Hartford Homes See Site 5 comments 
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Kelsey, D. & C. Easy access to main roads and the bypass. 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

No comment on biodiversity. Score 4 under Criterion 10.  We would score this site between 
3 and 4 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been 
found, we believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on a low ridge providing 
a reliably dry route inland from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted 
human activity from prehistoric times onwards. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Can't see on map.  Sites 5, 6 and 7 - all should be considered for residential.  The idea, put 
forward by Simon Riggell some years ago for a detached hamlet (along the lines of Pound 
Way) is worthy of consideration, as preferable to further joined-on suburbs.  He had an 
architect designed scheme of some merit, and should be consulted.  

Savage & 
Chadwick 

All sites went through a pre submission process of enquiry with Utilities, Highways, Flood 
Risk, availability prior to submission to ensure they could be serviced. 

Walls, N. C. This would erode the open landscape value of the Town 
Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 8 Comments 

Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. 434044 Used  as part of Southern Agricultural land and should remain, 
Cringle, J. This area is far too large for the needs of Castletown, ribbon development and encroaching 

on a flood plain to the west of the site. 
Cubbon, E. Stand alone site - ribbon development. 
DEFA (Ecology) Site 8 Great Meadow Site 4 There is a Wildlife Site at Great Meadow House (See MWT for 

details) and a watercourse on the western boundary. A lake has been created in the west of 
the site. It would seem a retrograde step to destroy it but it would provide great amenity to 
the public and continuing wildlife habitat if retained as part of any future development. I 
recommend protecting it if other parts of the site were taken forward, by a condition in the 
site brief, with a suitable stand-off area. If not protected then the lake should be assessed 
in terms of its value for wildlife (birds, bats, invertebrates) and a survey for the presence of 
frogs (protected) should be undertaken. Trees on this site have supported a heronry and a 
Wildlife Site has been designated on this basis, though herons have used the large trees in 
the centre of the field, too. Trees used by nesting herons should be protected against 
development. I am also aware that a bat has been seen at the buildings during previous 
works, but no actual roost has been identified.  Bearing in mind the age of the buildings and 
the nearby river and lake habitat, I recommend a bat survey if the stone buildings may be 
affected. I note also 2 ponds marked on the map, around the buildings, providing further 
potential for (protected) frogs in this area. We will therefore wish to know whether frogs 
are present and if so, how they will be protected and retained on the site. 

DEFA (Trees) There are a number of specimen trees within the grounds of the Great Meadow Mansion 
House garden. The number of tree related constraints in this area makes it unlikely to be 
suitable for development beyond something similar to what’s there already. There are a 
couple of mature trees on the southern agricultural show field but these are low quality and 
are unlikely to be suitable for consideration as material constraints. There are also a couple 
of blocks of new planting at the eastern end of this field which could grow in time to 
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become worthy for consideration as a material constraint. 
Hartford Homes See Site 5 comments.  The northern part of Site 8 is situated outside the proposed study 

area as it is more than 1.5km from the centre point of the study located at The Parade, 
Castletown   

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Too far from Castletown to benefit the town;  moreover the presence of Great Meadow and 
its setting including a substantial lake make this undesirable 

Kelsey, D. & C. Easy access to main roads and the bypass. 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

We would score this site as 2 and 4 under Criterion 10:  Score 2: Trees around the Great 
Meadow buildings, which are identified for Low Density Housing in Parkland, should be 
protected for the heronry and other wildlife, such as bats, which are likely to benefit. The 
heronry has been identified as a Wildlife Site by the Manx Wildlife Trust. The lake to the 
west of Great Meadow is also of potential value for foraging birds and bats and in the event 
of development could be a public open space asset.  Score 4: Otherwise, the open fields are 
agriculturally improved and unlikely to be of much interest for wildlife.  We would score this 
site as 3 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been 
found, we believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on a low ridge providing 
a reliably dry route inland from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted 
human activity from prehistoric times onwards.  Additionally, a find of medieval or post-
medieval date has been made on land immediately to the west. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

This site contains a Wildlife Site and therefore would be a Score 2 under D10 Criterion 10, 
and would require adequate assessment and integration of its wildlife interest.  

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Sites 8, 9 and 10 - Should not be available at this stage, subject to my observations on 5, 6, 
7. 

Savage & 
Chadwick 

All sites went through a pre submission process of enquiry with Utilities, Highways, Flood 
Risk, availability prior to submission to ensure they could be serviced. 

Walls, N. C. This area is valuable agricultural soil; and also would be a major incursion into open 
countryside (cross) 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 9 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. This site should remain as Agricultural land 

Cringle, J. Massive site far too much for any needs in the next 10 years and should remain agricultural.  
Any development outside the town boundary will result in ribbon development detracting 
from the character of the area.  

Cubbon, E. Outside Remit Area 
DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See attached letter. Housing development in areas close to the Silver Burn may have 
adverse impacts on aquatic habitats and fish populations as well as loss of wildlife, 
recreational and visual amenity value. Concerns are linked to possible changes in habitat, 
vegetation, physical structures, pollution, sedimentation and artificial lighting. 
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DEFA (Ecology) Site 9 Great Meadow Reserve Site 1 The river corridor survey notes montbretia (Crocosmia). 
Which is on Schedule 8 and should not be caused to spread in the wild. Otherwise, 
concerns relate to notes made on Site 6 (GM Site2) to provide a zone for the change of the 
course of the river (if necessary) and suggesting a broad green area along the riverbank for 
wildlife, for human recreation, for commuting, and to complement the RoW presently along 
the bank, in addition to the usual expectation of green areas in large developments. A 
strategic view of development north of Castletown would be useful with regard to fitting 
together communications between sites, in a practical, useful and strategic manner, for 
wide benefit. 

DEFA (Trees) Adjacent to the site in its south-west corner on land belonging to a property called 
‘Greywall’ and around the Church Farmhouse are several trees worthy of retention.  These 
trees/groups of trees that could be considered as material constraints. These constraints 
may be due root protection areas (‘RPAs’) and/or issues such as shade, the perception of 
risk and nuisance issues.  This would need to be accounted for in any design put forward 
for these sites. 

Hartford Homes See Site 5 comments.  The majority of Site 9 (Reserve Site 1) is outside the proposed study 
area as it is more than 1.5km from the centre point of the study located at The Parade, 
Castletown. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Easy access to main roads and the bypass. 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

In the event of development, the Silverburn river would need to be protected from pollution 
during construction. Development should stand well back from the river to protect the 
banks and flood risk assessed. Landscaping would need to be designed to enhance the 
riverine environment for the benefit of wildlife and public amenity.  We would score this site 
as 2 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land.  Archaeological finds have been made on the land, and are understood to 
include human burials.  The parish church stands on a site which attracted both pagan and 
Christian burial activity in medieval times prior to the establishment of the parishes and 
there is significant potential for this to extend beyond the modern extent of the cemetery.  
There is potential for architectural interest at Church Farm, some buildings of which are 
more than 150 years old.  The land lies on a low ridge providing a reliably dry route inland 
from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted human activity from 
prehistoric times onwards; from medieval times it has been the route from the growing 
settlement of Castletown to the parish church.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Sites 8, 9 and 10 - Should not be available at this stage, subject to my observations on 5, 6, 
7. 

Savage & 
Chadwick 

All sites went through a pre submission process of enquiry with Utilities, Highways, Flood 
Risk, availability prior to submission to ensure they could be serviced. 

Walls, N. C. This area is valuable agricultural soil; and also would be a major incursion into open 
countryside (cross) 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 
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Site 10 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. This site should remain as Agricultural land 

Cringle, J. Massive site far too much for any needs in the next 10 years and should remain agricultural.  
Any development outside the town boundary will result in ribbon development detracting 
from the character of the area.  

Cubbon, E. Outside Remit Area 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 10 Great Meadow Reserve Site 2 No concerns. 
DEFA (Trees) The trees adjacent to the northern boundary, bordering the driveway to Billown Mansion, 

are registered under the Tree Preservation Act. The trees adjacent to the eastern half of the 
southern boundary, within the grounds of the Great Meadow Mansion House, are also 
registered. There are also significant trees along the roadside and to a lesser degree on the 
two internal hedges.  These trees/groups of trees that could be considered as material 
constraints. These constraints may be due root protection areas (‘RPAs’) and/or issues such 
as shade, the perception of risk and nuisance issues.  This would need to be accounted for 
in any design put forward for these sites. 

Hartford Homes See Site 5 comments.  Site 10 (Reserve Site 2) is outside the proposed study area as it is 
more than 1.5km from the centre point of the study located at The Parade, Castletown,  

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Too far from Castletown to benefit the town;  moreover the presence of Great Meadow and 
its setting make this undesirable 

Kelsey, D. & C. Easy access to main roads and the bypass. 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

No comment on biodiversity. Score 4 under Criterion 10.  We would score this site between 
3 and 4 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been 
found, we believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on a low ridge providing 
a reliably dry route inland from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted 
human activity from prehistoric times onwards. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

 Sites 8, 9 and 10 - Should not be available at this stage, subject to my observations on 5, 
6, 7. 

Savage & 
Chadwick 

All sites went through a pre submission process of enquiry with Utilities, Highways, Flood 
Risk, availability prior to submission to ensure they could be serviced. 

Walls, N. C. This area is valuable agricultural soil; and also would be a major incursion into open 
countryside (cross) 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 
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Site 11 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. Suitable for infill development 
Cubbon, E. Site is too small to have any impact on the housing need assessment 2015 - 2021 

DEFA (General 
Comments in 
Cover E-mail 
and Letter from 
P&BC) 

Site 11, Mill Court, lies within a Conservation Area, although this would not necessarily 
preclude sensitive development. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 11 Mill Court I am not aware of any issues. 
DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Hartford Homes The site is very small and will not be able to significantly contribute towards the strategic 

housing need. 
Kelsey, D. & C. Ideal site for sheltered or nursing home type accommodation - in conjunction with parking 

provision on the upper harbourside or the Qualtrough's Yard site. Potential for conversion 
rather than new-build? 

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

No comment on biodiversity. Score 4 under Criterion 10.  We would score this site between 
3 and 4 under Criterion 12: The site lies close to areas formerly used for industrial purposes 
and may therefore have some archaeological potential. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

OK 

Walls, N. C.  This forms an area which could be developed (tick) 
Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site 12 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. Dependant on the views of Manx National Heritage and Castletown Heritage this has 
potential for limited low density development 

Cubbon, E. Site is too small to have any impact on the housing need assessment 2015 - 2021 

DEFA (General 
Comments in 
Cover E-mail 
and Letter from 
P&BC) 

Sites 12 and 13, Lorne House. The proposals made by the land owner suggest that the site 
is suitable for high density affordable housing that is immediately deliverable.  Lorne House 
is a building in the process of being added to the Protected Building's Register. The two 
sites are within close proximity and have a close association physically and historically with 
Lorne House. Historical records show a chapel and burial ground either within, or abutting 
Site 12. Site 13 contains the walled kitchen garden for Lorne House. Both sites lie within the 
Castletown Conservation Area. Visually the Lorne House estate as a whole creates a 
substantial green space which not only provides the setting for Lorne House but also 
contributes positively to the character of the Conservation Area and is prominent in elevated 
public views such as from the protected Ancient Monument of Castle Rushen.   
 
The Strategic Plan 2016 contains a number of policies that seek to protect the setting of 
registered buildings and the character and appearance of conservation areas.   Strategic 
Policy 4 states 'Proposals for development must protect or enhance the fabric and setting of 
Ancient Monuments, Registered Buildings, Conservation Areas, buildings and structures 
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Respondent  Comment  

within National Heritage Areas and sites of archaeological interest. Environment Policy 35 
requires development in conservation areas to preserve or enhance the character or 
appearance of the Area and to ensure that the special features contributing to the character 
and quality are protected against inappropriate development.  Planning Policy Statement 
1/01, Conservation of the Histor1c Environment, also contains a number of policies and 
reference to the importance of the impact of development on the setting of Registered 
Buildings and within Conservation Areas. The archaeological value of the site has yet to be 
fully assessed and understood. Consequently the Directorate feel that the sites are not 
available for immediate development as there are questions over their suitability. It is 
possible that no development would satisfactorily meet the policy tests in respect of RBs 
and CA's.  
 
Other development constraints, such as visual impact and access have not yet been 
considered, however given the restrictive nature of the highway network there is potential 
that further development may not be appropriate. It is believed that the above 
demonstrates a Critical Constraint so important that it would clearly hinder the site being 
developed and that the potential negative effects of development would be so significant 
that mitigation would perhaps not be possible or appropriate. It is considered that the 
allocation would fail criterion 11 and potentially 12. 

DEFA (Ecology) 

Site 12 Lorne House Field Lorne House has a recorded rookery but only 2 nests were 
recorded in 2005 (any count later? – Peregrine). If the trees were protected then I wouldn’t 
have any issue (assuming that any development were far enough from the trees to avoid 
calls for their removal by new residents) but if to be removed then bearing in mind that this 
is a wooded site within an area without much woodland, I recommend an general 
assessment of the wildlife interest of the woodland. 

DEFA (Trees) 

Both these areas (12&13) are within the grounds of Lorne House. There are many large 
mature broadleaf trees on the boundaries of these areas which would restrict the space 
suitable for development to the central areas. 

Hartford Homes 
The site is very small and will not be able to significantly contribute towards the strategic 
housing need. 

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

IOMNHAS has objected very strongly to the current application to deregister Lorne House in 
order to release this site and number 13 for development purposes.  The Society would 
continue to resist any suggestion that these sites should be developed;  both sites are 
crucial to the archaeological, architectural and historical interpretation of Castletown and to 
the economic value that Castletown may derive from Heritage. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Potentially good site for small number (1-2) larger family homes or sympathetic apartments. 
Malew 
Commissioners Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

Part of this site scores 0 under Criterion 10:  Mature Registered Trees are present and 
would need to be protected in the event of any development.  We would score this site 
between 0 and 2 under Criterion 12: This site lies immediately adjacent to archaeological 
remains of considerable significance, which include human burials.  Additionally, there is 
established tradition that the Lorne House estate as a whole has been the site of significant 
historical activity from at least the medieval period onwards.  Recent limited archaeological 
investigation has not conclusively ruled out the continuing archaeological potential of the 
site.   



32 
 

Respondent  Comment  

Moncaster, P. 

This is a last minute response from myself as a private person owner/resident living 
adjacent to Lorne House and thus potentially affected by the subject title review.  At risk of 
being viewed as a "NIMBY", may I point out that it is impractical and inappropriate to 
consider any lands forming part of the Lorne House estate to be developed for housing of 
any nature, for certain basic reasons as follows: Lorne House is a listed building; the site 12 
(claimed simply as a field is in fact known as the Paddocks and has recently been proven by 
MNH to be of significant historical interest; the site 13 (kitchen garden) is an integral part of 
Lorne House gardens; the only road access to the said two sites is via a narrow private 
entrance to Lorne House. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Possibly, but for non-intensive housing, well screened by trees and sensitive to the needs of 
existing accommodation along Victoria Road (?).  This is high ground widely visible from 
harbour and coast and requires sensitive treatment. 

Walls, N. C. 
A difficult area to develop; but would not cause any intrusion into the countryside.  The 
existing trees should be retained (tick) 

 
Site 13 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. Dependant on the views of Manx National Heritage and Castletown Heritage this has 
potential for limited low density development 

Cubbon, E. Site is too small to have any impact on the housing need assessment 2015 - 2021 

DEFA (General 
Comments in 
Cover E-mail 
and Letter from 
P&BC) 

Sites 12 and 13, Lorne House. The proposals made by the land owner suggest that the site 
is suitable for high density affordable housing that is immediately deliverable.  Lorne House 
is a building in the process of being added to the Protected Building's Register. The two 
sites are within close proximity and have a close association physically and historically with 
Lorne House. Historical records show a chapel and burial ground either within, or abutting 
Site 12. Site 13 contains the walled kitchen garden for Lorne House. Both sites lie within the 
Castletown Conservation Area. Visually the Lorne House estate as a whole creates a 
substantial green space which not only provides the setting for Lorne House but also 
contributes positively to the character of the Conservation Area and is prominent in elevated 
public views such as from the protected Ancient Monument of Castle Rushen.   
 
The Strategic Plan 2016 contains a number of policies that seek to protect the setting of 
registered buildings and the character and appearance of conservation areas.   Strategic 
Policy 4 states 'Proposals for development must protect or enhance the fabric and setting of 
Ancient Monuments, Registered Buildings, Conservation Areas, buildings and structures 
within National Heritage Areas and sites of archaeological interest. Environment Policy 35 
requires development in conservation areas to preserve or enhance the character or 
appearance of the Area and to ensure that the special features contributing to the character 
and quality are protected against inappropriate development.   
 
Planning Policy Statement 1/01, Conservation of the Histor1c Environment, also contains a 
number of policies and reference to the importance of the impact of development on the 
setting of Registered Buildings and within Conservation Areas. The archaeological value of 
the site has yet to be fully assessed and understood. Consequently the Directorate feel that 
the sites are not available for immediate development as there are questions over their 
suitability. It is possible that no development would satisfactorily meet the policy tests in 
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respect of RBs and CA's. Other development constraints, such as visual impact and access 
have not yet been considered, however given the restrictive nature of the highway network 
there is potential that further development may not be appropriate. It is believed that the 
above demonstrates a Critical Constraint so important that it would clearly hinder the site 
being developed and that the potential negative effects of development would be so 
significant that mitigation would perhaps not be possible or appropriate. It is considered 
that the allocation would fail criterion 11 and potentially 12. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 13 Lorne House Kitchen Garden If the trees were adequately protected in the long 
term, my only concern is whether there is a pond here. If so, frog protection may be a 
matter for consideration. 

DEFA (Trees) Both these areas (12&13) are within the grounds of Lorne House. There are many large 
mature broadleaf trees on the boundaries of these areas which would restrict the space 
suitable for development to the central areas. 

Hartford Homes The site is very small and will not be able to significantly contribute towards the strategic 
housing need. 

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

IOMNHAS has objected very strongly to the current PA15/01318/CON to deregister Lorne 
House in order to release this site and number 12 for development purposes.  The Society 
would continue to resist any suggestion that these sites should be developed;  both sites 
are crucial to the archaeological, architectural and historical interpretation of Castletown 
and to the economic value that Castletown may derive from Heritage. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Potentially good site for small number (1-2) larger family homes or sympathetic apartments. 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

This site lies immediately adjacent to land which we would score as 0 under Criterion 10: 
Mature Registered Trees immediately adjacent to the site would require protection in the 
event of any development.  We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 12: This site lies 
immediately adjacent to archaeological remains of considerable significance, which include 
human burials.  Additionally, there is established tradition that the Lorne House estate as a 
whole has been the site of significant historical activity from at least the medieval period 
onwards.  Recent limited archaeological investigation has not conclusively ruled out the 
continuing archaeological potential of the site.  Additionally the site has served as a walled 
garden, and whilst its former use as an orchard has diminished, the surviving walls forming 
the garden enclosure are rare and of historical value.   

Moncaster This is a last minute response from myself as a private person owner/resident living 
adjacent to Lorne House and thus potentially affected by the subject title review.  At risk of 
being viewed as a "NIMBY", may I point out that it is impractical and inappropriate to 
consider any lands forming part of the Lorne House estate to be developed for housing of 
any nature, for certain basic reasons as follows: Lorne House is a listed building; the site 12 
(claimed simply as a field is in fact known as the Paddocks and has recently been proven by 
MNH to be of significant historical interest; the site 13 (kitchen garden) is an integral part of 
Lorne House gardens; the only road access to the said two sites is via a narrow private 
entrance to Lorne House. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

No - should be preserved (?) as part of the setting of the important Lorne House 

Walls, N. C. A difficult area to develop; but would not cause any intrusion into the countryside.  The 
existing trees should be retained (tick) 
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Respondent  Comment  

Weir, K. Lorne House and the Kitchen garden are if I understand correctly currently being added to 
the Register of Registered Buildings, This I understand is being challenged through the 
correct planning process. 

 
Site 14 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Bedell Trustees 
Limited 

Field 434106 - The Trustee owns this field and does not want it to be developed.  Field 
433109 - The Trustee has the benefit of a covenant (details in letter) "and does not want 
the field to be developed" 

Braddan 
Limited 

Field 433109 - The Trustee has the benefit of a covenant (details in letter) "and does not 
want the field to be developed" 

Castletown 
Commissioners 

The Board is, in principle, fully supportive of the ultimate release of all 15 sites identified in 
the review, over time and fully managed through the planning process. There is unanimity 
that development be prioritised within the existing Castletown Town Boundary, to ensure 
that the town grows as a distinct community with amenity provision within the existing 
centre and recreational areas, as opposed to a sprawl development that would erode the 
unique identity that makes Castletown such a wonderful place.   The planned rebuild of 
Castle Rushen High School and relocation of the Southern Swimming Pool will create a 
fantastic opportunity to build an affordable housing development right in the heart of the 
town.   In order to achieve this, whilst maintaining sustainable development, it is imperative 
that the DOI Highways division are engaged at an early stage to establish what 
amendments to the highway network may be necessary to unlock the sites that are situated 
within the Castletown Town Boundary. Likewise, it is assumed that the other key 
governmental Departments will be engaged through the planning process to ensure that if 
any significant development is proposed it would not adversely affect demands on the 
towns infrastructure.   The Board are grateful for the opportunity to contribute to this 
exercise and hope that it will lead to the additional allocation of land for residential 
development, and in turn supporting the infrastructure, facilities and retail offerings within 
the Town of Castletown. 

Collister, A. 433109 For sports use at Castle Rushen High School.  All other fields should remain in 
Agriculture  

Mr Cregeen 
(MHK) 

I do not believe that housing development on the Castle Rushen High School site would be 
advisable as this would limit any future development for educational needs. We must also 
be conscious of having open spaces near the centre of the Town and also for provision of 
youth facilities in the area.  

Cringle, J. This area has been the subject of a number of failed planning applications and the 
inspectors recommendations previously are still relevant.  This needs to remain designated 
agricultural and potentially reviewed for high scenic significance.  Development of this land 
would be visually detrimental to the surrounding prominent public footpath locations, 
increase the level of traffic through Castletown and loose valuable agricultural land.  
Previous decisions should be accepted as nothing has fundamentally changed. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Cubbon, E. Site No 14 Land south west of Castletown etc.  The Area Plan for the South 1st March 2013 
states:  3.10 Implications of the Landscape Character Assessment Landscape Proposal 3:  
Built development should extend no further to the southwest towards the Scarlett Peninsula 
than that already permitted at Knock Rushen. 8.16 Schools 8.16.4 Community Facility 
Proposal 2: It is proposed that the land adjacent to Castle Rushen High School (Fields 
434016 and 433109) be designated for educational use to allow for future needs of the 
High School. These fields will only be used to expand the community sports and recreational 
facilities associated with the School and no buildings shall be permitted (see site 10).  
 
Time Frame: It is highly unlikely that this proposed site could deliver within the time scale 
of the Housing Need Assessment Castletown 2015 to 2021 (6 Years) (Short Term until the 
next Plan Review in the South}. It is assessed that 6-11 Ha's are required to fulfil the 
housing need for the immediate future i.e. now 5 years. Issues: Development of the 
Scarlett Peninsula has always been a very thorny issue with the residents of Castletown and 
resistance to any further encroachments would be expected. 

Davenport Castletown requires better business facilities and infrastructure to support the existing 
population.  Whilst a building project of say 400 houses will bring more people to 
Castletown what benefits will be brought with them?  The current traffic and parking 
facilities in Castletown are already over stretched and more strain would be placed on them 
by additional vehicles and people coming to reside there.  The main reason behind 
developing the fields must be to have new school buildings developed and paid for by the 
developer, who will be making profit on the sale of new houses to subsidise the financial 
arrangement.  In general terms, current new houses are bought by existing island residents 
and many of them are part exchanging their existing houses to do so. 
The housing market is not buoyant and the benefits of the proposed planning idea will 
provide changes similar to moving pieces around a chess board.  Much thought is required 
to attract new businesses which will provide useful and necessary services to Castletown 
and not focusing on a free subsidy for schooling and future income from the collection of 
rates.  For several years the town has been descending in stature and new ideas are 
required to attract the right type of occupiers.   Vacant commercial property in Castletown 
at this time tells its own story and short term quick fixes will not provide a needed solution. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site 14 SW of town, off Arbory Road No concerns known. 
DEFA (Trees) Immediately adjacent to the site boundary on land adjacent to the old windmill buildings 

are a group of mature broadleaf trees.  These trees/groups of trees that could be 
considered as material constraints. These constraints may be due root protection areas 
(‘RPAs’) and/or issues such as shade, the perception of risk and nuisance issues.  This 
would need to be accounted for in any design put forward for these sites. 

Hartford Homes We consider that this option is the most suitable direction for housing growth.  The site is in 
close proximity to existing services and facilities.  It also provides the opportunity to meet 
the Government's commitment to redevelop Castle Rushen High School as well as 
Castletown swimming pool.  Please see our main supporting statement (N.B. Statement 
available as part of submission). 

Holt I live opposite field 434016 and would object to any development of this field for housing 
on the basis that it would detrimentally impact on the enjoyment and value of my house 
and the amenity of the neighbourhood 

Kelsey, D. & C. Our main concern as this is adjacent to our property. Current plans as submitted by 
Hartford Homes are not sympathetic or empathetic with the area or current residents. It 
would be really useful to see the outline plans for the redevelopment of Castle Rushen High 
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Respondent  Comment  

School to understand how both developments could impact the landscape and our lifestyles. 
In particular, the proposed number of houses on one development would not only 
significantly change the area but the access to main routes is not clear. Any thought that 
Knock Rushen or Close Caibre could be used for access needs to be thoroughly investigated 
and all impacts assessed. If a main access to the outer end of Arbory Road is not part of 
the plan, the impact to the properties around there (Red Gap etc) and infrastructure 
improvements (roads and traffic lights/roundabout onto the Bypass) then any development 
in this area would have a significant impact on the town centre as the increased traffic 
volumes would naturally go through the square rather than the longer route (and the need 
to cut across the traffic if travelling North East.  

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

Any further development along the coast towards Scarlett would conflict with the Landscape 
Character Assessment in the Area Plan for the South (E10). In the interest of maintaining 
the open coastal landscape and protecting the biodiversity of Castletown Bay, MNH would 
generally not favour residential development in this area. We would score the coastal strip 3 
under Criterion 10.  We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 12: Small quantities of 
prehistoric, medieval, post medieval and industrial remains have been made on and 
adjacent to this land, despite there never having been opportunity for survey.  We therefore 
believe that the land has archaeological potential, and that it may require survey to 
establish whether there would be archaeological implications arising from its development.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

No to residential - needed for school, pool and playing field only, subject to change of 
position in replacement of school and pool 

Shorthouse I would like to express views and concerns regarding an element of the proposed 
development of ‘Site 14 – land Southwest of Castletown off Arbory Road’.  I appreciate that 
the designs are in their infancy and no housing plots have been determined, but the initial 
layout suggests a number of properties directly in front of my own and the position of an 
access road mean that these houses would be positioned so that the rear would be facing 
my property. The level of the land that these proposed properties would be built on is, at 
present, significantly lower in height (N.B. original letter include a map).   
 
I would find these characteristics and features wholly unacceptable given that the privacy of 
all residents would be diminished very significantly, and aesthetically this would be a major 
change to the current outlook. I fear these factors combined would have a very detrimental 
affect on the value of 18 and 19 Knock Rushen properties and possibly number 17.  
Inclusion of viewpoint 7 in the consultation paper partially acknowledges the outlook to 
open space, but does not truly represent the existing environmental characteristics and 
extent to which this proposed development would impact on current residents.  While I 
appreciate site 14 will be an important part of the impending development of Castletown 
and indeed enable a new High School to be built, I would request that greater consideration 
and care is given when planning the space directly in front of my property to bring about a 
landscape character and views that are of an acceptable level. 
 
I propose a greater distance be placed between my own property and any proposed 
development of this space, to lessen the impact it would have on the current rural character 
and open setting.  Landscaping this particular area with greater care and purpose would 
also be a reasonable way forward. 

Walls, N. C. This probably constitutes the best site as it forms a natural extension to Farrants Way 
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Respondent  Comment  

Weir, K. These sites are I know contentious and probably would not be released for some time, A 
new school is most certainly much needed once this has taken place I have no problems 
with this site. 

 
Site 15 Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. No building on this site at all it would spoil the area of Scarlett 
At a public inquiry it was said no further development should be made after Knock Rushen 
by the inspector and the people of Castletown at public meeting  
No access from Queen Street 
Scarlett road as doubled in traffic with Knock Rushen houses, this road was to be a cul-de-
sac in the original plans of this site.! 

Cringle, J. As above (site 14), a further intrusion into the countryside, agricultural land cannot continue 
to be squandered for a fast easy buck. 

Cubbon, E. Site No 14 Land south west of Castletown etc.  The Area Plan for the South 1st March 2013 
states:  3.10 Implications of the Landscape Character Assessment Landscape Proposal 3:  
Built development should extend no further to the southwest towards the Scarlett Peninsula 
than that already permitted at Knock Rushen. 8.16 Schools 8.16.4 Community Facility 
Proposal 2: It is proposed that the land adjacent to Castle Rushen High School (Fields 
434016 and 433109) be designated for educational use to allow for future needs of the 
High School. These fields will only be used to expand the community sports and recreational 
facilities associated with the School and no buildings shall be permitted (see site 10). Time 
Frame: It is highly unlikely that this proposed site could deliver within the time scale of the 
Housing Need Assessment Castletown 2015 to 2021 (6 Years) (Short Term until the next 
Plan Review in the South}. It is assessed that 6-11 Ha's are required to fulfil the housing 
need for the immediate future i.e. now 5 years. Issues: Development of the Scarlett 
Peninsula has always been a very thorny issue with the residents of Castletown and 
resistance to any further encroachments would be expected. 

Davenport Castletown requires better business facilities and infrastructure to support the existing 
population.  Whilst a building project of say 400 houses will bring more people to 
Castletown what benefits will be brought with them?  The current traffic and parking 
facilities in Castletown are already over stretched and more strain would be placed on them 
by additional vehicles and people coming to reside there.  The main reason behind 
developing the fields must be to have new school buildings developed and paid for by the 
developer, who will be making profit on the sale of new houses to subsidise the financial 
arrangement.  In general terms, current new houses are bought by existing island residents 
and many of them are part exchanging their existing houses to do so. 
 
The housing market is not buoyant and the benefits of the proposed planning idea will 
provide changes similar to moving pieces around a chess board.  Much thought is required 
to attract new businesses which will provide useful and necessary services to Castletown 
and not focusing on a free subsidy for schooling and future income from the collection of 
rates.  For several years the town has been descending in stature and new ideas are 
required to attract the right type of occupiers.   Vacant commercial property in Castletown 
at this time tells its own story and short term quick fixes will not provide a needed solution. 
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Respondent  Comment  

DEFA (Ecology) Site 15 No concerns, except to note the watercourses on the boundaries at the north-west 
end of this site, which probably have reeds (a rare habitat on the IoM) and are therefore 
likely to support sedge warblers and other marshland birds. This would no doubt be 
retained as an important drain, but should be kept open (not piped) if this is a reeded ditch, 
if the wildlife interest is to be retained and protected against the effects of development. 

DEFA (Trees) Immediately adjacent to the site in the south-west corner on a property called ‘Seamount’ 
there are several mature broadleaf trees.  These trees/groups of trees that could be 
considered as material constraints. These constraints may be due root protection areas 
(‘RPAs’) and/or issues such as shade, the perception of risk and nuisance issues.  This 
would need to be accounted for in any design put forward for these sites. 

Hartford Homes This site is a long-term future growth option subsequent to the development of Site 14. 
Kelsey, D. & C. As above (site 15) - but whatever is decided this site is unlikely to ever be a suitable 

extension of Castletown or housing for the Isle of Man.  The same could be said for the 
additional Cabinet Office proposed sites of G and A. The Town and Country Planning 
(Development Procedure) (No2) Order 2013 in relation to Mr A & Mrs Holt application for 
Change of Use of the Land to the Rear of Plot 1, Knock Rushen, dated 12 March 2014. 

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

Any further development along the coast towards Scarlett would conflict with the Landscape 
Character Assessment in the Area Plan for the South (E10). In the interest of maintaining 
the open coastal landscape and protecting the biodiversity of Castletown Bay, MNH would 
generally not favour residential development in this area. We would score the coastal strip 3 
under Criterion 10.  We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 12: Small quantities of 
prehistoric, medieval, and post medieval remains have been made on and adjacent to this 
land, despite there never having been opportunity for survey.  Cropmarks denoting potential 
prehistoric settlement have been noted.  We therefore believe that the land has 
archaeological potential, and that it may require survey to establish whether there would be 
archaeological implications arising from its development.  Additionally there are significant 
World War 2 remains on and adjacent to the site which are of high significance. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

No - intrudes beyond a natural, clean existing boundary 

Walls, N. C. This site would impact on the landscape character of the area 
Weir, K. These sites are I know contentious and probably would not be released for some time, A 

new school is most certainly much needed once this has taken place I have no problems 
with this site. 

 
Site A Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Other sites more important spreading Castletown in the wrong direction 

Cringle, J. This allocation needs to be considered with site 14 phase 1 and should not be considered 
due to the loss of agricultural land, visual impact and access. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site A There are a number of watercourses surrounding this land. The comments on reedy 
open ditches under Site 15 are relevant here, too. 

DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Hartford Homes This site would form a natural longer term extension of any proposals for site 14 or site B. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

as with south west portion of B - in landscape terms unacceptable 

Kelsey, D. & C. Not suitable. See: The Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No2) Order 
2013 in relation to Mr A & Mrs Holt application for Change of Use of the Land to the Rear of 
Plot 1, Knock Rushen, and dated 12 March 2014.   

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

Ditches and sod banks in this area are of potential biodiversity value. Any proposal for 
development should be accompanied by a survey for protected frogs and lizards and should 
factor in compensation for loss of habitat, perhaps through new habitat provision as part of 
amenity landscape design. We would score these field boundary elements as 3 under 
Criterion 10.  We would score this site as 3 under Criterion 12: Some field boundaries on 
this site form part of the primary medieval land division system and are significant 
archaeological and landscape features.  We would emphasise that there has never been 
opportunity to survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any other archaeological 
remains having been found, we believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on 
fine agricultural land, which has the potential to have attracted human activity from 
prehistoric times onwards.  Survey may be required to establish whether there would be 
archaeological implications arising from its development.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

No: beyond natural existing boundary 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site B Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Used for southern 100 races if built on would prevent this event  
Remain Agricultural 

Cringle, J. It is my belief the owner of this land will not consider releasing it for development or any 
access, therefore should be discounted and potential negating the proposed adjacent land 
to the west. 

DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See attached letter. Housing development along the boundary with the Dumb River may 
have adverse impacts on aquatic habitats and fish populations. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site B Comment as for Site A, the main watercourse at the north end being of most likely 
interest. 

DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Department of 
Infrastructure 

The Department would like to alert the Cabinet Office that part of these sites falls within the 
runway public safety zone.  This will need to be taken into consideration in the ongoing 
assessment of the site and the Department would wish to be involved further in any 
discussions relating to these sites. 

Hartford Homes The southern part of the site would form a natural extension of the proposed development 
of site 14.  We understand however that the owner is not willing to release the land. 
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Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

only limited proportion on northeast side commensurate with existing built line of 
development might be considered. However site probably too far from centre of town to 
benefit town. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

Comments as above, as boundary features are of potential biodiversity interest. We would 
score these field boundary elements as 3 under Criterion.  We would score this site as 3 
under Criterion 12: Some field boundaries on this site form part of the primary medieval 
land division system and are significant archaeological and landscape features.  We would 
emphasise that there has never been opportunity to survey this land, although undulations 
on the surface may well indicate the presence of further archaeological remains, and we 
therefore believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on fine agricultural land, 
which has the potential to have attracted human activity from prehistoric times onwards.  
Survey may be required to establish whether there would be archaeological implications 
arising from its development.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

No: beyond natural existing boundary both A and B would not be needed if 5 to 7 made 
available 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site C Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Remain Agricultural 
Cringle, J. Development would have a high visual impact but be contiguous with gardenfield and has 

potential for low density.   
DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See attached letter. Housing development along the boundary with the Dumb River may 
have adverse impacts on aquatic habitats and fish populations. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site C This is mostly a Manx Wildlife Trust nature reserve (leased from the Commissioners), 
with orchids, except for the western triangle of improved land. Remove, or reduce to the 
triangle of dry improved soil (unless this is high grade agricultural soil). Note, if the western 
end were to be developed then there must be suitable protection for the nature reserve, 
and the river on the other side. 

DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Hartford Homes Site C would result in an isolated development as it is contained by the A5 on its southern 

boundary and the railway line on its northern boundary.  We do not believe a settlement 
expansion to the north is a sustainable direction for growth.  Access would have to be off 
the A5. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 10: Part of the marshy grassland/semi-
improved neutral grassland area identified by DEFA Habitat Survey in the 1990s and a Manx 
Wildlife Trust reserve. Two thirds of the field are wetland habitat and support orchids, which 
are protected. MNH would not favour development of wetland habitat as the Isle of Man is 
signed up to the Ramsar Convention which promotes the conservation and wise use of 
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wetlands. We would score this site as 2 under Criterion 12: This site lies in a wetland area 
which attracted significant Iron Age settlement, and is adjacent to the statutory Ancient 
Monument of Ballacagen, which lies less than 200m to the north-east.  MNH expects the 
site to have some archaeological potential which may require survey to establish whether 
there would be archaeological implications arising from its development. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

This site forms part of the Phase 2 Survey identified Ballalough Wetland. Part is the 
Ballalough Reedbed Nature Reserve managed by Manx Wildlife Trust. This should be the 
equivalent of a Score 0 in Criteria D10. It is an important site, part of a bigger wetland unit 
that requires protection and restoration.  

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Possibly 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site D Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Could be built on 
Cringle, J. Objections as other Great Meadow sites, outside the Town boundary and ribbon 

development. 
DEFA (Ecology) Site D No comment. 
DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Hartford Homes Sites D, E and F face the same constraints as the Great Meadow Estate.  These sites are 

significantly severed from the existing settlement by the Public Runway Safety Zone, he A5 
bypass and the railway line which separate the area from existing services and facilities.  
The north of Castletown is therefore an unsustainable direction for growth. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

No comment on biodiversity. Score 4 under Criterion 10.  We would score this site between 
3 and 4 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been 
found, we believe that the land has archaeological potential.  It lies on a low ridge providing 
a reliably dry route inland from the rivermouth, which has the potential to have attracted 
human activity from prehistoric times onwards. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

Possibly, subject to outcome of 5 to 7 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site E Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Could be built on 

Cringle, J. The development of Castletown Football Stadium should be a decision primarily for the club 
however adequate provision for an alternative site must be a priority as a facility for the 
youth of the area.  It does flow from existing houses and remains within the town 
boundary.  
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DEFA (Ecology) Site E I am not aware of any issues unless the trees have some particular interest (eg. a bat 
roost). 

DEFA (Trees) In the southern corner of this area, to the south of the lane that goes up to Ballalough, 
there is a small copse of mature broadleaf trees which should be retained and protected. 
Because this is at the south of the site, any design would have to consider the conflict 
which may occur through shading. 

Hartford Homes See Site D comments above 
Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

No comment on biodiversity. Score 4 under Criterion 10.  We would score this site between 
3 and 4 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never been opportunity to 
survey this land, and whilst we are not aware of any archaeological remains having been 
found, we believe that the land may have archaeological potential along its north-west 
edge.  It lies on a low ridge providing a reliably dry route inland from the rivermouth, which 
has the potential to have attracted human activity from prehistoric times onwards. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

This site forms part of the Phase 2 Survey identified Ballalough Wetland. see notes on Sites 
1 and 2 above.  

McHarrie, W. T. Clarifies ownership of part of Site E 
Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

OK subject to football ground 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 

 
Site F Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Under the main flight path I would not like to live on this site, or put any money into 
property on site. 

Cringle, J. Again unsuitable as high visual impact and detracting from Golden Meadow Mill 
DEFA (General 
Comments in 
Cover E-mail 
and Letter from 
P&BC) 

Golden Meadow House has been mentioned in the Area Plan for the South as a potentially 
Registerable property. The proposed sites are large, and it may be possible that some 
development could take place without detrimental impact on the setting of the building, 
however no detailed assessment has been made. 

DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See attached letter. Housing development in areas close to the Silver Burn may have 
adverse impacts on aquatic habitats and fish populations as well as loss of wildlife, 
recreational and visual amenity value. Concerns are linked to possible changes in habitat, 
vegetation, physical structures, pollution, sedimentation and artificial lighting. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site F The open fields have no wildlife interest that I am aware of, in themselves, but they 
are surrounded by features of interest: the river, the leat, the Mill Stream, the woodland on 
the old mill pond and the pond overflow channel. The is the possibility of frogs (protected in 
the latter area and along the hedgerows and in gardens leading to it. If you draw a 
significant stand-off from each of these then you would severely restrict the area available 
for development, so I question whether this in fact a suitable site, but the open areas are 
not likely to have significant wildlife interest in themselves. My earlier comments regarding 
green areas along watercourses and multiple uses (recreation, commuting) apply here, too. 
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DEFA (Trees) There is a small block of woodland on the old Mill Pond which should be retained. This small 
part would not be suitable for development. There are some large trees around the ‘Golden 
Meadow’ buildings which would may also be good enough quality to be material constraints. 

Department of 
Infrastructure 

The Department would like to alert the Cabinet Office that part of these sites falls within the 
runway public safety zone.  This will need to be taken into consideration in the ongoing 
assessment of the site and the Department would wish to be involved further in any 
discussions relating to these sites. 

Hartford Homes See Site D comments above.  Site F is also significantly constrained by the Unway Public 
Safety Zone which covers the majority of the site and runs through its centre.  The eastern 
boundary is also partially affected by flood plain.  

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Development would ruin setting of Golden Meadow Mill which should be registered and to 
north of it would be on very wet land. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Nil 
Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

There are boundary features (walls, sod banks and watercourses) which should be checked 
for biodiversity interest if development is proposed. The old mill pond at SC 266681 appears 
to be grown over with trees/scrub now, but that would suggest that it is still a refuge for 
wildlife. If development is proposed, imaginative landscape design could enable at least 
some of these features to be retained to serve public amenity as well as biodiversity 
conservation. We would score the above elements of the site as 3 under Criterion 10.  We 
would score this site as 2 under Criterion 12: We would emphasise that there has never 
been opportunity to survey this land, but believe that the land has archaeological potential.  
The water management arrangements associated with the development of Golden Meadow 
mill (a mill is known on the site from at least 1511) are significant elements of the historical 
landscape, and the mill complex is one of the finest on the Island, and deserving of its 
protected status.  Survey may well reveal other medieval activity in this area. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

At least part of this site would make an excellent addition to a Silverburn River based 
extension to Poulsam Park so that both western and eastern banks help provide an 
extended recreational and wildlife opportunity extending towards the business park, 
potentially with a great footpath loop back to Castletown.  

O’Sullivan, C. We would like to raise our objection to the proposal.  We can only reiterate the comments 
made in relation to the development of sites 5 and 6 on the Castletown Housing Land 
Review drawing ref GDDI/14/41g dated 18th of August 2016 but would add further 
concerns over the Tidal and Fluvial mapping that demonstrate that much of this land is 
subject to flooding.  Access to the land is also restricted and it abuts an area of ecological 
importance. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

OK subject to outcome of 5 to 7 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 
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Site G Comments 
Respondent  Comment  

Collister, A. Remain Agriculture Land No building 

Cringle, J. This area has already been the subject of numerous different planning applications and 
been refused by the appeal inspector as unsuitable, nothing has changed to alter that. 

DEFA (Ecology) Site G No issues known. 
DEFA (Trees) Negligible constraints- no comments to make 
Hartford Homes The site was initially put forward as part of Site 14 as it could provide an extension of 

existing residential development at Knock Rushen. 
Kelsey, D. & C. Not suitable. See: The Town and Country Planning (Development Procedure) (No2) Order 

2013 in relation to Mr A & Mrs Holt application for Change of Use of the Land to the Rear of 
Plot 1, Knock Rushen, and dated 12 March 2014.   

Malew 
Commissioners 

Reserve right to comments at later stage in necessary  

Manx National 
Heritage 

See comments for Site 14/15 above. MNH would generally not favour any further 
development along the coast between Castletown and Scarlett. We would score the coastal 
strip as 3 under Criterion 10. We would score this site between 2 and 3 under Criterion 12: 
Small quantities of prehistoric, medieval, and post medieval remains have been made 
adjacent to this land, despite there never having been opportunity for survey.  Cropmarks 
denoting potential prehistoric settlement have been noted on adjacent land.  We therefore 
believe that the land has archaeological potential, and that it may require survey to 
establish whether there would be archaeological implications arising from its development.   

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

No - beyond natural, existing boundary 

Weir, K. I have no problems with this site 
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Appendix 3: Other Sites that could be considered 
 

 
The table below sets out the responses to the following question: 

• Q 2.3 Do you think there are sites in Castletown which should be considered as part of the Housing 
Land Review (i.e. sites which are not allocated for residential uses in the Area Plan and are not the 
subject of questions 2.1 or 2.2)?  

 
Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. The land already agreed as acceptable for development adequately covers the needs of the 
next 10 years with a phased growth of 7.5% per annum based on current housing volume 
within Castletown. 

Department of 
Infrastructure 

We would also draw attention to the fact that the proposed redevelopment of the School 
Hill Estate could provide a nett addition of 25 to 30 homes, subject to planning approval.  
The Housing Division is currently working with Castletown Commissioners to produce a 
viable scheme which aims to replace the existing public sector housing on the site with new 
homes, and gain a number of new units as a result of a more efficient use of the site.  The 
additional homes could be affordable homes in any category or possibly homes for sale on 
the open market.   With regard to specific sites within the immediate area, we are aware 
that the existing fire station on Farrants Way may be available for redevelopment and we 
would suggest that this location may be suitable for residential development, particularly for 
a mix of housing which could include first time buyers, sheltered housing or general 
affordable housing for rent. 

Hartford Homes We are not aware of any other sites in Castletown 
Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

1. Janet's corner site behind garage.   
2. SR2 site for residential and commercial.   
3. Site 5 adjacent to business park 

Weir, K. I would like to see any future development of The Castletown Fire Station Site being used in 
conjunction with Castletown Commissioners Needs.  
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Appendix 4: Comments on Way Forward 
 

 
The table below sets out the responses to the following question: 

• Q3.1 Do you have comments on the most appropriate mechanism to take the project forward?    

 
Respondent  Comment  

Cringle, J. 1) Review the housing need figures with the brexit change and apportion across the island.  
2) Compile accurate data from estate agents of the volume of unoccupied houses currently 
for sale on the Island by the same geographic areas as the strategic plan uses.  Reduce the 
overall need by this volume.  3) Prioritise the retention of agricultural land as farm export 
could be a future opportunity post Europe exit.  4) Implement the housing improvement 
scheme to revitalise the centre of towns and enhance conservation areas.  5) Prioritise the 
development of brown field / infill sites over any agricultural ones.  6) Do not be swayed by 
employment threats or other inducements from large developers.  7) For Castletown 
eliminate any further social housing as the current percentage social housing to private 
dwellings is the highest across the Island.  8) Limit the amount of houses owned for rent 
through direct taxation on the landlords, drive a culture of owner occupier.  9) Draw 
consultative plan for review by interested parties and follow the established route.  10) 
Primarily safeguard the scenic significance of the island and stop the insensitive 
development of cancerous white developments stuck on the outskirts of towns so prevalent 
of the past.   
**AND THE MOST PERTINENT QUESTION;  WHERE ARE THE PEOPLE COMING FROM FOR 
ALL THESE HOUSES?  IF THERE WAS A QUEUE OF PEOPLE WANTING HOUSES WHY ARE 
THERE SO MANY FOR SALE? 

Cubbon, E. The quickest way forward would be to invite planning applications 

Davenport Residents of Castletown should be offered an opportunity to speak and listen to proposals 
placed at the meeting by Planning Officers and other policy decision makers 

Department of 
Education and 
Children 

I write in connection with the Castletown Call for Sites review, to provide clarity on our 
future development needs for Secondary and Primary education in the town.  Secondary I 
can confirm that we are seeking to move forward with the development of a new, 
replacement Castle Rushen High School on Arbory Road. We are currently in the process of 
developing a current business case for this. Should we be successful in securing business 
case approval, we would then look to establish the brief and feasibility proposals for the 
new school in 2017 /18. As part of this overall process we will be seeking to confirm land 
area requirements and siting options, to fulfil our brief needs. I confirm that under our 2008 
new school development study, we envisaged developing the new sports pitches on field 
433109 (the gifted lands, in line with the covenant), developing the new school building / 
further pitches on the existing playing fields to the rear, appropriately set back from the 
road, and then following demolition of the existing school buildings developing courts, car-
parking areas, drop-off areas, bus facilities and recreational areas to the frontage, to 
provide appropriate traffic and pedestrian management.  
 
The site allocation needs to be sufficient to provide for good community use and access of 
the facilities, allow for the future long term growth of the school, and we will also at this 
stage need to make provision for a new Southern swimming pool. As noted within our 
previous letter dated 18/12/15, we are keen to engage in the Castletown Housing Land 
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Respondent  Comment  

Review process, and explore with you the issues and opportunities which may arise with the 
allocation of land under your ongoing process, particularly where it may provide a better 
solution for the school and / or provide funding to aid our progression with the new school 
development. Primary A major extension and refurbishment scheme was completed at the 
school in 2013, which included provision of 3 additional class rooms, to increase the 
permanent capacity to 275 - this capacity is now noted as 300 with the inclusion of the pre-
school nursery area. The roll has risen significantly over recent years from 216 in 14/15 to 
253 in the current academic year, as the redevelopment of Janet's Corner has been 
completed. The transfer of families to this estate during the redevelopment of Clagh Vane, 
Ballasalla has also impacted on the roll. With families ultimately transferring back to 
Ballasalla, we should see a reduction in roll.  
 
The redevelopment and extension undertaken at Victoria Road is acknowledged by the 
Department and Planning as being the full extent of any development at this constrained 
site. We consider that the school will be sufficient to accommodate the rise in the 
Castletown population in the medium term, including the additional housing allocation / 
development arising from your ongoing review and zoning. Should rolls rise towards and 
beyond the capacity, we will need in the first instance to consider capacity levels in adjacent 
catchments and adjust catchment boundaries accordingly. 
 
There will however in the long term become a point where with ultimate long term growth 
of the town population / residential development, there will be a need to develop additional 
capacity for the Castletown catchment, and that a new school will be required. The existing 
Buchan site, zoned for Primary use is noted, and clearly could meet this long term need 
should the Buchan ultimately be relocated to the College site. Alternatively, the allocation of 
a future primary school site on the South side of Arbory Road, which could see the 
establishment of a 4-18 campus should be considered as part of the ongoing CRHS study 
and as appropriate part of the land use zoning of this area. 

DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

See comments on attached letter. Provision of a significant undeveloped corridor along the 
watercourses would address most concerns. 

Hartford Homes A partial plan review would be the best way to deliver certainty to landowners, developers 
and the community as to an agreed direction of housing growth.  However, in light of the 
urgent housing need this approach should only be pursued if there are sufficient resources 
available for the Government to progress a review quickly.  In absence of sufficient 
resources a development order approach could also work, but again this is resource 
consuming and the Government would need to ensure adequate resources were put into 
the process.  
 
In a circumstance where the Government cannot commit the required resources and in 
order to prevent a delay in the delivery of housing, the most appropriate option may be to 
invite planning applications on preferred sites.  This option would require the Government 
to publish an interim Policy Statement to allow housing to come forward in the countryside 
around Castletown to address the conflict with the Strategic Plan as the vast majority of 
planning applications will be located in the countryside contrary to existing planning policy. 
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Respondent  Comment  

Isle of Man 
Natural History 
& Antiquarian 
Society 

Any sites selected should not in any way affect Registered or Potential registered buildings 
or their settings.  Of key consideration should be sites relationship to floodplain and wet 
land which is much more extensive than appears on Constraints Map in Area Plan for the 
South and the general landscape setting.  The further out from Castletown sites will simply 
be isolated from facilities.   
 
While appreciating the need for the town to have more housing to support it, the Society 
does not believe that as many as are sought are needed because of the over allocation 
elsewhere and many of those on the perimeter would not achieve the desired effect; 
conversely off course development of Lorne House grounds would be an absolute anathema 
to the Society's believe in protecting our heritage including Registered buildings and 
archaeological sites in their settings.  It is imperative that any of the sites around Arbory 
Road are considered and assessed in conjunction with future suggested proposals to 
redevelop Castle Rushen High School.  There are clear possibilities in this area. 

Kelsey, D. & C. Full public consultation and easy access to all information - perhaps a temporary display in 
the Civic Centre for the duration of the public consultation. 

Malew 
Commissioners 

Further housing provision for Castletown must be considered only alongside the greater 
need for the Southern Area as providing more housing in Castletown will not, in itself, 
regenerate the centre of the town into a vibrant hub.  With currently limited employment 
opportunities and pressure already apparent on both Castle Rushen High and Victoria Road 
Schools an overall approach has to be taken to avoid Castletown becoming just a dormitory 
town with overcrowded schools and little else:  This could be in the form of the much 
touted redevelopment and created of a 'Ronaldsway Gateway' project.  But there needs to 
be the supporting infrastructure in and around Castletown and the wider Southern Area 
such as, road network, schools, doctor's surgeries sewage disposal etc. in place prior to any 
major development either for housing or commercial use.  This may include provision of a 
by-pass for Ballasalla, a new secondary school, upgrading of the IRIS pumping stations.  
Overall a detailed study of employment opportunities, educational facilities and 
infrastructure needs must be carried out prior to any land being released for development. 

Manx National 
Heritage 

In gathering our thoughts on this review, it has become clear that despite holding 
significant data on the type and whereabouts of cultural and natural heritage, our existing 
records do not always provide the detailed information that would allow a definitive and 
high-resolution response to be made.  Nevertheless my offices have used their familiarity 
with the landscape and local knowledge to recommend where we feel survey may be 
required to assist in identifying in more detail the potential constraints on residential 
development.  In discussions with your team I have been keen to emphasise that we are 
here to help and to facilitate sensitive development where it is appropriate, whilst 
conserving our heritage for the future.  It is important that we continue to look for 
opportunities to work with your team and DEFA to deliver robust policy and sensitive advice 
to developers 
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Respondent  Comment  

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

In taking forward the housing allocation project and forward planning of development, 
coordinated consideration for nature conservation sites and open space should be included 
so that most can be made of extensions of current sites. This may be through combined 
contributions of housing developments allowing a better collective resource and bigger sites 
that can function better whether recreationally or ecologically - such sites as Poulsam Park 
that could extend up the Silverburn River on both east and western banks; Ballalough 
Reedbed and Wetlands that could be an amazing wildlife resource if enabled to extend and 
be managed appropriately across the Phase 2 wetland extent; to the west of the 
development area near Scarlett coastal and limestone habitats could be extended to form 
more of a coastal park based around the Scarlett Visitor Centre adding interest and value to 
potential developments to the west.  

O’Sullivan, C. We feel that brownfield infills represent the most appropriate use of land and centre 
developments closest to the amenities that additional population would benefit.  The 
Buchan School re designation is an obvious one.  This alone will not provide the number of 
units required.  Our suggestion, as mentioned in our objection to the Great Meadow 
proposal is an alternative development location where the community and the developer 
can share in the benefit, the obvious location being site 14 where there is the possibility, 
subject to planning negotiation, through a S106 agreement of gaining a developer funded 
or part funded community provision which would not only benefit the existing community 
but also the new residents.  Site 14 also offers a more strategic plan with the opportunity to 
extend further into phase 2, whilst retaining a sufficient buffer zone to the coastal area of 
Scarlet. 

Rawcliffe, R. & 
E. 

1. Proposals required for public comment.  2... Then new area plan.  3. Further review of 
Registered Buildings urgently required for Castletown 

Savage & 
Chadwick 

The following are a number of key points for consideration: 1. There should be a clear and 
defined time scale for the delivery process.  2. Undertake post response of the noted sites.  
3. Prepare a shortlist of suitable and appropriate sites for development including strategic 
reserve sites.  4.  Take to inquiry and review for inclusion in the Southern Plan.  5. Consider 
submissions for development against any rezoning. 

Walls, N. C. Many thanks to the officers within the Department for their excellent presentation.  In my 
view, if there is determined a clear need for additional housing, then a further public 
presentation by the Department on the suggested way forward should ensue… certainly 
before any submissions of Planning applications are accepted, or a review of the existing 
Area Plan for the South.  I personally feel that a much greater emphasis should be placed 
on a comprehensive review of grant aid to assist young first time buyers to purchase, 
renovate and upgrade if necessary out existing pre 1950's housing stock.  These valuable 
Georgian, Victorian and Edwardian terraces have considerable architectural merit; and 
provide a major contribution to the Island's character.  Failure by Government to undertake 
such action will result in their demise and ultimate demolition... and we will be left living on 
an island that resembles Legoland.  It is a sad fact that developers prefer to provide 'new 
build' rather than invest in restoration of perfectly acceptable property. 

Weir, K. I would urge constant updated and communication with all interested parties, I would also 
like to see community based meetings with the Department/Planning held in the Civic 
Centre/Community Centre which are open to the public in order to alleviate any possible 
misunderstandings on all future developments, if possible computer enhanced display would 
very much improve peoples' understanding of the plans. 
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Appendix 5: Other Comments 
 

 
The table below sets out comments received which were not in response to a specific question on the 
response form. 

 
Respondent  Comment  

Castletown 
Commissioners 

The Board believes that the limited supply of land for residential development within the 
town has inflated land values in comparison to other locations on the island. This is a factor 
in the scarcity of affordable private housing which is forcing young people away from the 
town to put down roots elsewhere. The creation of land banks for investment purposes 
exacerbates the problem.  

Coates, C. & 
Murray, A. 

Castletown centre is old. Its buildings would be difficult to modify, there are few shops and 
they are difficult to access, and parking is a big, big problem with just the current 
population.   Provision of healthcare is another consideration. There are not enough doctors 
on the Island and waiting time for a GP appointment at Castletown Health Centre is a 
problem. Nobles Hospital struggles at the present time and again with just the current 
population. The present medical facilities would be completely inadequate.  There is no 
evidence to support the conclusion that significant new housing is needed in Castletown and 
neither are there likely to be local new businesses to provide employment opportunities for 
new people. The infrastructure struggles to cope with present needs and cannot easily be 
adapted to cope with greater numbers.  A new school can be constructed without any need 
for this development and the present playing fields do not need to be resisted.  We consider 
the suggestions in the review are misguided and should be abandoned. 

Mr Cregeen 
(MHK) 

The additional houses in the south of the island will have an impact on the road 
infrastructure, and development may be restricted if the bypass in Ballasalla is not 
progressed. Any future development of housing in the Castletown area must be done 
gradually and in small numbers so as not to downgrade existing properties in the Town 
centre. We must be fully aware that with the provision of new housing the existing stock is 
not left empty. Measures should be put in place to ensure these properties do not become 
neglected and thereby drive people out of the centre of the Town.  

Crowther, S. R. My main reason for standing at the recent election was the recognition that the local area is 
at a key stage in its regeneration. Castletown itself has faced a number of challenges in 
unresolved development at the heart of the town, particularly on the retail front. The recent 
town square redevelopment has been transformative but not without its challenges also.  I 
recognise that during my extensive local canvassing the community were overwhelmingly 
insistent that the town must move forward in regenerating its community spirit and 
historical market town status.   
 
During the election I reminded the IOM electorate that this town and the local conurbation 
have not performed to their full potential depriving the Isle of Man of significant revenue. 
Following the regeneration more visitors are now coming to the town centre however this 
can be magnified significantly if there is a local working population expansion. It is obvious 
the two growth areas would complement each other.  I believe that the housing review can 
make a major contribution to this future regeneration and town revival. I have enclosed my 
manifesto and would draw your attention to my statement on housing on page 12. 
Understanding that future development within the airport gateway will require a diverse 
range of housing to complement this economic growth it is essential to recognise that good 
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Respondent  Comment  

design skills are required to ensure that the design approach is sensitive. While canvassing 
the public expressed concern that certain housing developments in the immediate area, 
particularly Arbory and Knock Rushen, while of good quality, were not well integrated into 
the urban infrastructure. There was also concern that new developments of large-scale 
could blight areas of historical properties which could not maintain the same environmental 
standards.  In light of the above comments I would note the following critical observations.  
• The previous administrations legislation to ensure that grants are made available to 
upgrade existing historical properties to perform better environmentally are pursued 
aggressively in the local area to counterbalance the possible growth of new housing stock. 
This will reassure the local public that we will not be left with blighted areas at the centre of 
the town.  • Good landscaping and design with public presentation and consultation will 
reassure the local public and ensure that all stakeholders are committed to the housing 
expansion.  
 
As I have always stressed the word landscaping is often skipped over as an addition but is 
actually a key factor to a schemes success, perfectly highlighted by the recent Trafalgar 
Place housing redevelopment by dRMM architects in London, a Stirling Gold Medal 
submission (this also demonstrates how high density can be achieved successfully)  • The 
constraints defined by the airport and parish boundaries need to be reviewed urgently to 
ensure the best workaround arrangements are considered, therefore ensuring these 
limitations do not spoil the progress for housing expansion within Castletown's conurbation. 
It is also essential that the proposals for a new high school are considered urgently to 
ensure land exchanges are made available for new housing stock. Also high density with 
good rateable value will help alleviate some of the financial pressure on the local towns 
administration. 
 
I will be raising these matters with the new Isle of Man Society of architects Forum to see 
what is possible to ensure any input to help your department. Many local residents are 
disheartened by some town centre developments failure to mature commercially over the 
previous few years however the possibility of pulling together resonated well during my 
election campaign.   I believe, that given the comments listed above are considered, 
expansion of housing within the local conurbation is absolutely essential to ensure the areas 
growth in local population and demographics, which in turn will ensure the area's economic 
success. 

DEFA (General 
Comments in 
Cover E-mail 
and Letter from 
P&BC) 

Aside from the comments set out below, we have a general concern for the implications of 
developing the land to the north of the railway line and east of Malew Road, as well as any 
other land which would drain directly into the Silverburn for reasons relating to flood control 
as well as ecology. If this land is to be designated for development, adequate provisions 
should be in place to ensure that there is control over the discharge of water into the 
watercourse to ensure that downstream flooding does not result.           In addition, whilst 
the land associated with Netherby to the north east of Brookfield Avenue is not highlighted 
as having been considered, it has approval in principle under 14/00291/A and perhaps this 
should be acknowledged in any revision to the area plan in respect of Castletown. 

DEFA 
(Fisheries) 

The initial consultation map shows several sites proposed for consideration for housing 
development that are adjacent to water courses. Development of some parts of these sites 
would raise concerns for DEFA Fisheries. The main areas of concern lie within proposed 
sites 9 (Great Meadow Reserve site 1), site 6 (Great Meadow site 2) and the additional area 
F. These sites all have a boundary which includes the bank of the Silver Burn, a river which 
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Respondent  Comment  

has significant fish populations including brown trout, sea trout, salmon and eels. The river 
areas adjacent to this site include some stretches which are suitable habitat for spawning 
and nursery areas for salmonids. Our concerns for these areas are summarised below. • 
Development close to the river could result in a loss of the recreational and visual amenity 
value of the area. Such a loss could be detrimental to the economic value of the 
recreational fishery from both local and visiting anglers. • The natural vegetation of a river 
bank is an important part of the aquatic ecosystem, providing cover and food for fish and 
other aquatic life. The river bank can also provide a wildlife corridor that may be important 
to non-aquatic species. The natural physical structure and vegetation of the river bank 
should therefore be retained where possible and a sufficient undeveloped corridor should be 
planned in order to protect the aquatic and bankside habitats and species. In some areas it 
may be advantageous if this were greater than the 8m either side of the river 
recommended in Environment Policy 7 of the Isle of Man Strategic Plan.  
 
• The position of the river and bank profiles will change over time. Natural meanders in the 
river provide a variety of habitats and flow conditions that are beneficial to aquatic 
biodiversity. Housing development along the river may increase the tendency for 
engineering works to channelise or contain the river in order to protect bankside structures. 
An undeveloped corridor along the river should be wide enough to allow for natural changes 
in the position of the river channel, as well as in water levels. • New development close to a 
watercourse can result in increased pollution and sedimentation. Surface water drainage 
from housing developments can include pollutants such as oil and detergents. Surface water 
run-off during building works can carry high levels of sediment that can be detrimental to 
fish and spawning habitats. 
 
 • Artificial light from housing developments close to the river may have an impact on 
migratory salmonids. There is a good body of research indicating that many aspects of the 
development and behaviour of migratory salmonids are affected by artificial lighting. This 
includes wide ranging aspects such as migration movements and the timing of maturation 
of fish.  The concerns raised for the Great Meadow sites also apply to some extent to site 3 
(Qualtrough’s Yard) although this area is small and already more developed. Site 6 and area 
F also border the old mill-race water course which eventually discharges into the Silver Burn 
and is an extension of the aquatic habitat.  It is also noted that additional areas B and C 
have a boundary with the bank of the Dumb River and some of the concerns raised 
regarding housing development close to the Silver Burn would also apply along this river 
corridor. 

DEFA (Trees) In terms of constraints imposed by trees, none of the sites proposed are wholly unsuitable 
for development. 

Manx Wildlife 
Trust 

Site Assessment Framework D10 - While we support the Score 0 Critical Constraint in this 
paragraph, with the limited movement on designations of this standard there are more sites 
that remain without this level of protection. We would suggest significant sites of sufficient 
quality/importance should be considered in this same regard. These would be candidate 
ASSI or similar, or of sufficient quality/importance to be equal in significance and worthy of 
a Score 0 or the nullified Score 1.  

O’Sullivan, C. The letter includes photos "of some of the surface water flooding experienced from field 6 
via area F referred to in our response…" (see original copy of submission) 
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Respondent  Comment  

Walls, N. C. The area directly opposite the Janets corner Estate has been suggested for site assessment.  
In my view the field which abuts the Station Garage area is flat and would be easily 
developed.  The field(s) directly behind the Ocean Ford Garage are part of the flood plain 
from the Silverburn River. 

 



 
Cabinet Office 

Government Office 
Bucks Road 
Douglas 
IM1 3PN 

The information in this leaflet can be provided in large print or audio 


	1
	2. Main Text - 28-04-17
	Purpose of this report

	3

